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Instrument ^Description: Staff Suryey 



arlei 4t«CTtp5lon of che inacrttaent: • 

The Staff Survey, labeled the. Drug/ Alcohol Survey p> is an eight-item opinion survey 
designed to elicit staff perceptions regarding the* prevalence of illegal drugs and 
alcohol on their campuses and the use of trained dogs to detect them* A five-point. 
Likert-type scale is used bp" the staff member to respond to four pairs of statements, 
the first, concerning drugs' and the second alcohol. THec survey also requires the re/* 
suondent to supply the school name and to indicate an employment, category. 



To vhcm , was the laatyagnt administered? 

All administrative, professional, and classified staff at Crockett and 1 Travis Hish 
Schools and at Martin and Fulino re/ Junior High Schools. \ * i 



J ' 



Sew aany elgga was the iajtrratnt adaiatscered? 

Twice, once in the fall of 1981 and again in the spring of 1932. 



ghtn ma the laatyrsent a* ^* *r*r*A'> 

i * ; . + 

In fall lS^Sl, September 15 through October 7. 

In sprins 1932, A^ril 14 through April' 20. r * 

g qtra was the iascraxeac *** *** stared? . 

r C 

On the campuses of Crockett and Travis High Schools and*T>f Martin and Fulmore Junior 
High Sqfools. ^ \ 

-> mho adajaiatared the iaarrrscne? ' ~ 

Classified staff, except, at Crockett,* we re administered the survey by the Evaluation 
Intern. Professional and administrative staff, and classified staff at Crockett, 
administered the 3urvey to themselves. 

That traizi^2 did the acalnistrators . have? ; s — ~ 

Directions for administration were, $art of *fte instrument. In most cases,s these were 
read aloud to classified staff/ by the Evaluation Intern, 

'»as :h> laacma.ae adalaiacsraa under sgandarsisacl caacitioaa? 



NO. 



1, 



gtaa there' problems' vlsh the IsaVraienc or cha adair-lscragjcn thac sighs 
aifacz the validic? ox the data? \ " ' 

Some classified staff evinced limited-English proficiency. These few respondents may 
have simply marked the survey without fully understanding tt\ 



Vho developed the faatysaen*^ * .. V 
The Office of Research and Evaluation. 

Shag rgUAbilicT asd validir^daca are available -aa the ^a scyseag? , 
None. - * 



v. 



Ara there r.ora data available tar iagarareciag the results? 



6' 
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StAFF SljIvEY 



. Purpose t •-.".,* 

The Staff Survey titled the Drug/Alcphol Survey , provided information rele- 
vant to the following decision and evaluation, questions: 

pfcision Question Dl : * Should tfce Austin Independent Schoo^ District 
ciontinue to have a program using traiifed dogs to dete^fc illegal drugs 

.3- ■ 

and alcohol? • 

r 

Evaluation Question Dl-2 ;^ Did* the* availability and use\ of illegal/ 
drugs and alcohol on^^pipus change as -a result of the program? 

, Decision Question D2 »» ^If the program is doritinued, should it be modif ied 

or continued as is? 

/ , 

{ , Evaluation Question D2-4 : What did school personnel, students, and 

parents think abbut the program? + * 



Procedure " * 

Data CoII^efeiQB^, & • 

In' early September 1981, evatiil^iQiust^f developed the Staff Survey, other- 
wise called the Drug/Alcohol Surveyi^tacHment A-l) , ; 0 Xfeis instrument, de- 
scribed on page A-2, Was designed to reflect the opinions of schoqX perspnnej. 
about four basic "issues bound up with the Drugs Off - Campus (DOC) Pro gram i"*' 

1. Whether drugs and/or alcohol were "a problem" on the particulai 
* school .campus; 

2. Whether drugs/alcohol were readily available to students on the 
campus ; ' < Wt 

3. Whether student drug/alcohol usage on campus was frequent; and, 

4. Whether using dogs to detect drugs/alcohol on campus was "a good ^ 
'idea." . ' , 

Arrangements for the administration of the Drug/ Alcohol Survey were made 
orally between the evaluation intern and the principals of the two program 
and two** comparison schools. Attachment A- 2 contains a summary of the data 
collection procedures in the fall of 1981 and the spring <of 19S2. Attach- 
ments A-3 through Jkr5 are related commuryications . * ■ v 
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FigujfrS A-l /below Shows the number and percentage of staff at each of the 
two pjogram (Crockett and Martin)' and two comparison schools (Travis and 
Fulmore) who completed the survey. As "shown in the figure!, response rates 
were good to excellent, though they declined' at all schools in spring 1982. 



NUMBER £ PERCENTAGE 
NUMBER OF' RESPONDING RESPONDING ) 

SCHOOL ' STAFF* Fall . Spring Fall .Spring 

Crockett 227 167 153 ' 74% 67% 

Travis / 180 154* . 129 ; ' 86% ' 72% ' 

Martin 87 66 ' 61 76% 70% 

Fulmore 81 . ,79 64 * ■"' '.; 98% ' 79% 

. * * 

*Number of staff is the number of: full- and part-time staff as of October 1, 
1981 as shown o$ the 1981 Elementary-Secondary Staff Information Repor*^ 
compiled by the Office of Staff Personnel. , 

Figure A-l. NUMBER' AND PERCENT OF STAFF RESPONDING AT EACH SCHOOL ADMINIS- 
TERED THE DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING '1982, - 
v Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number./ 

Completed surveys returned to ORE were delivered to. tne Keypunch Services 
division of the .Computation Center at The University of tfexas at Austin. 
The keypunch format, used is shown in Attachment A-6. The resulting cards 
were then used W create a computer file whic4i was the basis for the analyses 
described below ; I 

Analyses •• • ; " / 

Subprogram FREQUENCIES from the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) was used to obtain descriptive statistics fotf the Drug/Alcohol\ 
Survey data. Groups included for analysis were staff and students at each > 
of the two program schools, Crockett and Martin, and 2\£* their comparison 
schools, Travis and Fulmore. Separate analyses were ruff' f or fall 1981 ■ 
and spring 1982. 



\ 



Results 



Mean item responses for staff at each of the four schools in the f^ll and 
in the -following spring are shown in Figure A-2. Mean item responses for 
students at the same schools during the same time period fcre shown in . 
Figure A-3. Student results will be discussed in Appendix B. Figures A-4 
through A-7 give the the percentages of staff in each*school responding in 
each choice category. ■ 



(Text continues on page A-8.) 
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AUSTIN. INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Gffica of Research and Evaluation 

. May, 1982 
. f . 

RESULTS F^OM THE DRUG? ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALt 1981 AND SPRING 1982 

SCHOOL 



ITEM 



Or* 



Martin ' Crockett Fulmore VEgavis 

Fall Spring FaU Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring 
(n556)(N-61) (N-167)(N-153) (N-79) (N-64) (N-154) (N-129) 



l.a. Drug? are a >problam on this campus. 2.5 2,9 

b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus. 3.2 A 3.5 

; 2 .a. Drugs are available on this campus 

whenever students want them* 2*7* 3*0 

b«, "Alcohol is available on this campus 

whenever students want it.' 
a -« * 

0 1 3. a. Students often use drugs on campus. 

.b. Students often drink alcohol A , 
campus. " 

Using dogs to detect drugs on 
campus is a good idea* 

b. Using, dogs to detect alcohol on 

campus is a good idea* 2*8 



2*2' 

2*6 : 



2*4 
2.8 



2.3 
3*4 



2*3 
3*4 



2*2 2.6 



2*7 2.4 



3.4 

2.9 

/ 



3.6 
3.2 



2.3: 



3.4 3.7 



2.7 3.0 



3.1 



3.0 
2.8 

3.1 

1.3 1.9 

c* 

1.3 <1.9 



3.5 
2.8 

3.7 

J 

2.0 



3.5 
2.7 

3.6 

2.3 



2.3 2.5 



2.2 
2.7 

2.5 

3*0 
2.3 

2.9 

2.1 

2.2 



2.1 
2.6 

2.4 

2.9 
2.4 

2.7 

r 

2.4 

2.5^ 



Figure "A-2« HEAH ITEM RESPONSES OF STAFF (1-Strongly Agree, 2- Agree, 3-Not Sure, 4-Disagree, 
•* < 5»Strongly % Disagree) ; Numbers*£re rounded to the -nearest tenth. 



ITEM 



- -SCHOOL 

Martin . Crockett Fulmore Travis 

Fall Spring * Fall Spring Eall Spring Fall Spring 
'OW789) (N-673) (N-2282) (N-1531) (N*776) (N-797) (N-1685) (N-1454) 



•l.a. Drugs are aVproblem on this campus. 2.6 

0 b. Alcohol is a problem orf this campus. 3. 2, 

2. a. Drugs are available on thjg^campus 

whenever students want them. 3.4 



b. Alcohol is available on this 

campus whenever students want it. 



3.7 



3. a* Students often use drugs on campus. 2.9 



b. Students often drink alcohol on 
'campus • 

4. a. Using dogs to detect drugs on 
campus is 2¥ good idea. 

b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on 
campus is«* good idea. 



3.4 



2.2 



2,3 



3.0 
3.4 

3.5 . 

3.8 
3.0 

3.5 

2.8 

2.9 



2.7 
3.2 

2.9 

3.4 
•2.6 

3.2 

.2.6' 

2.8 



3.0 
3.4 

3.Q 

3.5 
2.3 

3.3 

3*2 

3.2 



2.3 
3.2 



2.3 
3.5 



3*£ 3.2 



3.7 
2.9 



3.7 
1.7 



3.5 3.6 
2.6* 2.9 

2.6 3.0* 



2.8 

3.3 

2.9 

3.5 
2.6 

3.3 

3;0 

3.2 



2.9 
3.3 

3.0 

3.5 
2.7 

3.3 

3.2 

3.3 



Figure A-3. MEAN ITEM ' RESPONSES -OF STUDENTS (1-Strongly Agree, 2-Agree, 3-Not'Sure, 4-Disagree, 
5«Strongly Disagree). Numbers are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



X 



(Fa) Fall 1981 N- 167 
(Sp) Spring 1982 N- 153 



RESPONSES 
3 





\ 

HEM 


Strongly 
Agree 

Fa S£. 


Agree 

«, Fa Sp 


• Not 
Sure 

FjU Sp 


Disagree 

Fa ■ Sjo 


- Strongly 
Disagree - 

Fa So s 


l.a. 


Drugs ara a problem on this campus* 


19 


16 


53 


46 


23 


20 


5 


17 


1 




b. 


Alcohol is a problem on this campus , 


10 


7 


37 


34 


39 


36 


12 


21 


2, 




2.a.. 


Drugs are available on this campus 
whenever students wane them. 


16* 


12 


47 


31 


'35 


42 


2 


12 


0^ 


3 


m 

b. 


Alcohol is available on this campus 
whenever students wane ic. 

■t 


7 

* 


3 


27 

t 


20 


47 


44 




24 


5^ 


4 » 


3, a. 


Students often use drugs on campus. 


11 


11 




34 


31 


23 


"ll 


24 


1 t 


3 • 


b. 


Students often drinlc^ alcohol on 
campus* 


4 


5 


26 


21 


44 


3? 


22 


30 


* ,-5 


6 


4. a. 


Using dpgs to detect drugs on 
campus is a good idea*< 


50 

V 


56 


.3? 


2a 


* 10 


i 

7 


5 


3*" 


2 


3 



b, . Using dogs to detect alcohol*on 
campus is a v good idea* K 



47 56 



31* 21 



14 ^ 7 < 



Figure A-4. 



2. 



PERCENTAGE OF CROCKETT STAFF RESPONDING IN M ph EHOICE CATEGORY ON THE 
DRUG/ ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1931 AND SPRING* 193TT Percentages are rounded ' 
to 'the nearest whole number,- , t * 



(Fa) Fall 1981 N- 154 
(Sp)* Spring 1982 N- 129 



Strongly 
' Agree , 



•a * 
Agree 



RESPONSES 

3 ■ 
-NoTt 
Sure 



4 

Pisagree 



Strongly 
Disagree 







Fa 


So 


Fa 




Fa 


So 


Fa 


So 




So 


l.a. 


Drugs are* a problem on this campus. 


* 19 


24 


51 


49 


"24 


21 


6 


4 


1 


2 




Alcohol is a problem on this cajopusV 


*11 


17" 


33 


31 


35 


36 


« 

17 


12 


, 4 


5 


2,a, 


Drugs are available on 'this campus , 
whenever students want them. * . 
* 


15 


16 


_33 


40 


32 


36 




6 


- 1* 




b. 


Alcoho 1^ is available on this campus 
whenever students want 'it. 


7 


12 


19 

* 


13 


47 


49 ' 


' 21 


16 


6 


. 6* 


3. a. 


Students often use drugs on campus t 




20 


42 


40 


29 


26 


11 


id 


1 


4 


b. ' 

• 


Students often drink alcohol on 
campus* 


7 


11 


28 


26 


40 


46 


2d 


13 


5 


5 


4,a, 


Using dogs to detect drugs on 
campus is a good idea. 


40 


33 


- 30- 


27 


14 


21 


9 


9 


7 


U 




Using dogs to detect alcohol on 
campus is a good idea. 


40 


30 


27 


23 


15 


26 


m 11 


11 


7 


11 




Figure A-5* PERCENTAGE OF TRAVIS STAFF RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE 

DRUG/ ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1932, Percentages are rounded 
to the nearest whole number* 

NOTE: Due to the* rounding procedure (,5 or higher to round up), percentages will 
not always total 100, 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



(Fa) Fall 1981 N»66 
(Sp) Spring 193i 8-61 

ITEM 



Strongly 
Agree 

Tat Sp- 



1. a. Drugs are a problem on chis campus* 17 2 
b. Alcohol is a 'problem on chis campus. 3 Q* 

2. a. Drugs are available on chis campus 

whenever studencs wane chem. . 11 0 

b. Alcohol is available on chis campus 

whenever students wane lc. * 3 0 

3. a. Students often use drugs on campus. *5 0 

b . Scud en cs often drink alcohol on 

campus. . ' 2 0 

4 . a. Using dogs co detect; drugs on 

campus is a good idea. 22 17 

b. Using dogs to 'detect alcohol on 

campus is a good idea* . 19 15 





RESPONSES 




c 






2 

Agree 

Fa So. 


3 . 
Not 
Sure 
Fa S£ 


4. 

Disagree^ 

' Is. 12. 


I 

S trongly , 
Disagree 

Fa So * h 


34 33 


33 


31 • 


13 ' 


25 


3 


, 3 


12 , 10 


51 


39 : 


, 26 


44 


3 




29 27 


44 


48 


11 


22, . 


5 


3 




f 












9 13 


51 


30 


23 


43 


14 


15 


39 . 22 


29 


40 


13 


33 


10 


5 
t 


8.3 


52 


32 


21 


45 


13 


15 


32- 31 


19 


15 


10 


14 


18 


24 


^28 29' 


1 

25 


17 


11 


14 


19 


25 



V 



' -Figure A-6. PERCENTAGE ,0F HART IN STAFF RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE 

DRUG/ ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1931 AND SPRING 1982. Percentages are ^ J 
rounded to the nearest whole number. - ' 



v 



(Fa) Fall 1981 N-79 
(Sp) Spring 1982 N-64 



ITEM ' 

\ 

\.a. Drugs are a problem on 
,'..b. Alcohol is a problem on 



1 2 
Strongly 

Agreal Agree 
Fa So ^ Fa S£ 



RESPONSES 

2 

Not 
Sure 
Fa So 



2. a. Drugs are available on this 

< whenever students want thin. 

u 

b. Alcohol is available on chis campus 
whenever students wast it. 

*. 

3. a. Students often use ^drugs on campus. 

b. Students often drink alcohol on 
campus . 

4. a. * Using dogs to dececc drugs on 

1 campus 'is a good idea.* 

.\. 

b. Using dogs Co detect alcohol on 
campus is a good idea. 




Disagree 

Fa So 



3 3 

31. 25 

14 6 

t * 

32 33 

y? 

20 19 

40 39^ 



40 39 



34 27 37 44 22 11 



23 19 32 44 £6 18 . 12 10 



Strongly 
Disagree 
Fa So 



1 . 2 
10 14 



1£ 13 

3 2 

16 16 

1 10 

t 

3 10 



Figure Ar7. PERCENTAGE 0? FUL140RE STAFF RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE 
\ , DRUG/ ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982. Percentages are 



rounded to the nearest whole number. 



o 
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NOTE: Due- to the rounding siroMidure (.5 or higher to roundup) ,. percentages 
will -not always total 
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•Evaluation Question Dl-2 is addressed by staff responses to -items 1 through 
3, An examinatiori of Figures A- 2 and A-4 through A-7 shows that:. 

,. Staff at both Crt>e£et,t and Martin indicated that drugs and alcohol \^re 
l£ss of a problem on their campuses at th^end of the pro ^ran* than they 
had been at the beginning, 

• •Staff at both of the comparison 'scho^J.s reflected the opifSon that drugs 
and alcohol were about as much of a problem,- perhaps slightly more of. 

^ one; on their campus^ 1 at the end of the program as at the beginning, 

. Both Crockett and Martin staff thought that drugs and alcohol were le&s" 
available and used less frequently on campus by student^ at the ^nd of 
the program than at the beginning. 

. The Travis staff indicated thet drugs and alcohol yere about as avail-, 
able and used on campus by 'students abc/ut, as frequently at the end of 
the program as at the beginning. V. - " i 

•i The/Tulmore staf T f thought that the students 1 frequency of dr,ug use on 
callus had decreased from the begirding to the end of the program, but 
that drugs and alcohol were more available on campus at the „end of the % 
program. than at the beginning? * v 0 • 

>® . % - • ■ . . _ ; 

Evaluation Question D2*-4 is addressed by staff responses' to item 4. In- 
spection, of Figures A- 2 and A-4' through A-7 reveals that: 

• Crockett staff agreed both at the beginning and' end of the program t?iat< 
the use of dogs to detect drugs and alcohol is a good idea. More of 
the Martin staff agreed than disagreed, although there was not a clear" 
majority. 

• Travis and FuJLmore -Staff agreed* both at the beginning and end of the 
program that the use of dogs is a. good idea. * < f ' . 

• Staff agreement at the end%f the program waa weaker thaiJ at the beginning 
at all four schools.' 1 - Martin staff had the lowest level of agreement. 



81.54 * Attachment A-l 

(Page 1 of 2) 
*" 

~< . . AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Office of Research and Evaluation 

I- •, Fall, 1981 

Spring, 1982 

• ■ 

drug/alcohol survey 



Directions : •. i 

There is a new program in AISD this year. At two sch^pls, trained dogs will 
be used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol. In evaluating this program, we 
are interested in your attitudes about drugs on campus. 

7 

Please complete this survey by placing a check next to your position and by 
responding to the statements which follow. 

All responses are confidential . 

Please return through the schotfl mail to: -» 

I 

ORE/ David Wilkinson 
. Administration Building 
Box 79 ^\ ' > 

Thank you for your help. 




PLEASE TURN THIS SHEET OVER, 



rp^inted September 1981 „ A ~ 9 

fcKJL» D rinCed March 1982 



13 



81*54 ^ Attachment A-l 

(continued, page 2 of 2) 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 




• drug/ alcohol survey , 

School: * - 

Check if ycu are: 

* * * 

( ) Principal/Assistant Principal/ Dean/Head Teacher 

• ( ) Teacher/Counselor /Librarian * 

( ) Building Manager/Registrar/Assistant Registrar/Secretary/ Cxerk/ Bookkeeper/ 
Teacher Aide/Study Hall Monitor/ IS S Monitor 

( ) Head CjiStodian/ Custodian/Production Assistant /Sail Monitor/Production 

Apprentice/ Building OperatorVManager/Manager Tra±nee/Cook Manager/Production 
Specialist/Horticulturist \ 

( ) Other staff - Please specify: 1 * 

******************************************* 

j 

«, Strongly ^ Not Strongly 
Agree Agree Sure Disagree Disagree 

1 ( a. Drugs are a problem on this campus. 1*^2.3 4 5 

b; Alcohol is a problem on this campus. 1 ^ 2 3 4 5 

2, a. Drugs are available on this campus , H 

whenever students want them. 1 2 3 4 5 

b. Alcohol is available on this campus 

whenever students want it. 1-2 3 4 5 

3i a. Students often use drugs on ^ 

campus. 12 3 4 5 

b. Students often drink alcohol on 

campus* * f\ 2 3 4 5 

4* a. Using dogs to detect dn^fs on ' ^ 

campus is a good idea. 1 2 3 4 5 

b. Using dogs to ^detect alcohol on ^ „ 

campus is a good idea. 1 2 3 4 5 

Printed September .1981 ' Id 
Reprinted March 1982 A " 10 * 
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Attachment* A- 2 
(Page 1 of 3) 



DRUG/ ALCOHOL SURVEY DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 



Fall 1981 



DAY 



DATE 



Tuesday September 15 



Thursday September 



POPULATION 
AFFECTED 

Fulmore faculty 
(professional and 
administrative) 

Fulmore student^, 
grades 7-8 



Tuesday September 22 Crockett staff 

(administrative, 
professional, 
and classified) 



Crockett students, 



grades 9-12 



Wednesday September 23 Crockett students, 

grades 9-12 

V 

Friday September 25 Fulmore staff 

(classified 
clerical and 
classified 

* ' technical) 



ACTIVITY 

I : 
Drug/Alcohol Survey administered 
by Evaluation Intern in the 
library'..; 

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered 
over public address (P. A.) system 
to all first-period classes. 
Teachers had a copy of the admin- 
istration directions. 

Drug/ Alcohol forms for both stu- 
dents and staff delivered in the 
morning by Evaluation Intern. Stu- 
dent surveys were divided into 
approximately 100 advisories of 
30 each. They were put by Crockett 
staf£ into teachers 1 boxes that 
afternoon. A memo from the prin- 
cipal to teachers and staff asked 
that they be completed before 4:00 
p.m. Wednesday, September 23. 

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered 
during morning advisory period by 
advisors (teachers). , 

Drug/ Alcohol Survey administered by 
Evaluation Intern in office and 
cafeteria. 



Tuesday 1 September 29 



Martin faculty 
(professional 
and adminis tra- 
ctive) 



Wednesday September 30 Martin ^taf f 



(classified 
clerical and 
classified 
technical) 



Drug/ Alcohol Survey administered by 
Evaluation Intern in afternoon fac- 
ulty meeting in library. 



Drug/Alcohol Survey administered by 
Evaluation Intern, to technical staff 
in cafeteria and to clerical, staff in 
the office. ' 
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Wednesday September- 30 Martin studei^s, 

grades 7-8 




Attachment A-2 
(continued, page 2 of 3) 



Drug/Alcohol Survey administered 

in lst-period classes by lst-period 
"\teachers using directions supplied 

(by Evaluation Intern, Not done over 
t P, A, though teachers given remikder 

over P. A, 



Monday 



October 5 



Wediiesday October 7 



Wednesday October 7 



Wednesday October 7 



Travis students, 
grades 9-12 



Travis students 



. Travis faculty 
(professional 
and administra- 
tive) 

Travfs staff 
(classified 
clerical and 
classified 
technical) * 



Survey forms delivered by Evaluation 
Intern divided into 69 advisories of 
32 each. 

Drug /Ale oho 1 > Survey administered over 
P. A, by principal. Teachers did not 
have a copy of the directions to 
follow along (principals decision). 

Survey forms distributed to teachers 1 
boxes. 



rug/ Alcohol Survey administered by 
Evaluation Intern, 



Spring 1982 



DAY 



• DATE 



POPULATION 
AFFECTED 



ACTIVITY 



Wednesday April 14 



Wednesday April 14 



Thursday April J.5 



Fulmore staff 
(classified 
clerical and 
classified 
technical) 

Fulmore faculty 
and students 



Fulmore students, 
grades 7-8 



Drug/Alcohol Survey administered by 
Evaluation Intern in office and 
cafeteria. 



Survey forms delivered by Evaluation 
Intern, StuderflT surveys divided into 
classi-pize groups. Faculty surveys 
put in teachers 1 boxes, 

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered 
over public address (P,A,) system to 
all first-period classes, $eachers 
had a copy of the administration 
directions,* 
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Attachment A-2 
(continued, page 3 of 3) 



Thursday 



April 15 



j Martin staff 
(classified) 



Drug/ Alcohol Survey administered by^ 
Evaluation Intern, to technical 
staff in cafeteria /arid to clerical 
staff in the office. "* 



Thursday April 15 



Friday 



April 16 



Monday 



April 19 



Monday 



A|ril 19 



Martin faculty 
and students 



Marti 



Travis staff 
.(classified) 

Travis faculty 
and students 



Crockett staff 
and students 



Survey forms delivered by Evaluation 
Intern, Faculty surveys, with a 
cover memo stapled to them (Attach- 
ment A-5), were distributed to 
teachers 1 boxks. 

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered in 
lst-period classes by lst-period 
teachers using directions supplied 
by Evaluation Intern, Not done over 
P. A. though teachers given reminder 
over P. A. 

Drug/ Alcohol Survey administered by 
Evaluation Intern.' 

Student survey forms delivered by 
Evaluation Intern divided in 69 
advisories of 30 each, and extras. 
Faculty surveys put in teachers 1 boxes, 

Drug/Alcohol Survey forms for both., 
students and staff delivered in the 
morning by Evaluation Intern. Stu- 
dent surveys were divided into 
approximately 103 advisories of 
30 each. They were put by Crockett 
staff into teachers 1 boxes that 
afternoon. 



Tuesday 



Tuesday 



April 20 



April 20 



Crockett 
students 

Travis students 



Drug/Alcohol Survey administered 
during morning advisory period by^ 
advisors (teachers). 

Drug/Alcohol Survey administered over 
P'.A. by principal. Teachers did not 
have a copy of the directions to 
follow along (principal's decision). 



Note\ In AISD, permanent employees are categorized as administrative, profes- 
sional, or classified (either clerical *or technical). The positions^ 
associated with these classifications' are shown in Attachment A-l, The 
positions are in this order: administrative, professional, classified- 
clerical, and classified-technical. 

See Attachments B-l and B-2 for copies of the directions for administerxng the 
Drug/Alcohol Survey to students and the student form of the survey. 
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v " .. .. ' . . • : 

MM. B. TRAVIS HIGH SCHtfj>L • , 
Office of the Principal . ' . ' 



October 6, 1981 



MEMORANDUM 

f ■ 

TP: ^Faculty 



FROM : J. B. Allisoh "^5^8^ 
^IBJECT: Surveys , ' 



( 



You will find two sets of suryeys for students to complete in advisory 
Wednesday, October 7^ 1981* Each should take about^t en minutes to 
complete. Do the survey on Vocational Interest FIRST . Be prepared to 
start this survey at 9:05 a.m. Follow -directions giyen^on the public address 
system. DO NOT start the Drug Survey until ^directions are given 'by P. A. 
Advisory will .ei!d at 9:30 a.m. Send completed forms to the Principals , 
Office. PLEASE KEEP SEPARATE. 



0 



f 
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Attachment A-4 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL blSTRICT s 



INTER OFFICE M^MO 



fo; Bill Armeri trout,' Principal, Fulmore Date: 3/31/82 

Fjrom; David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern 7 
Subject:, Drug/Alcohol Survey - Post-assessment- 

As ve arranged over ^the phone today, this will be conducted at 
tfuimore on April 14-15/ On the morning of April 14, I will 
administer the survey to your classified staff. Also on that day 
I will, deliver sufficient survey forins for your students," faculty, 
and administrative sta^ff. I will divide the student surveys into 
class-size groups f<*c your 35 first-period teachei 
the survey will be ^^•*^*-«-« J - 1 1 ~- 



iVmi 



will supply directiorii 
f irst»cperiod teachers. 



-™ ~ — .~ - r — — jrs. On April 15, 

.nistered to all students over the P.A. I " 



cobles, of which will, also be provided to 
Administrative staff' and faculty will 



complete tfteir surveys individually* All surveys should be returned 
to me a t Box 79/Administratlon Building by Friday, April 16. 



r APPROVED; ^^stf 



Director, Research and 




71: 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Office of Research and Evaluation ' • „ 

81.54 Attachment A-5 

s ( April 15, 1982 

TO: Martin faculty and staff 

FROM: David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern 
SUBJECT: Drug/Alcohol Surrey 

This is the same survey *ybu filled out last September. It is being given 4 
again so that a f all-to-spriag comparison can tie made." 

Please complete the survey. The instructions pre on the reverse of the 
items. Please do not forget^to: 

1. Write "Martin" or "051" after "school." 

Place a check next to your position category. 
3. .Answer each iteml i ■. 
• 4. Circle ofrly one response .to- each item. 

Please return the survey to 4 Mr. Washington^ box by Friday, April 16 . ResuLts 
should be forthcoming* some time in May. Gheck with your principal. 

Thank' you for your help and cooperation. 



• AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

* / ' April 15, 1982 

TO: ^lar tin faculty and staff 

FROM: ^ David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern 

SUBJECT: Drug/Alcohol Survey v 

This is the same survey you filled out last September. It is being given 
again so that a fall^to-spring comparison can be made. 

* 

Please complete the survey. The instructions are on- the reverse of the 
items. Please do not forget; to: 

1. Write "Martin" or "051" affcer "school." 

2. Place a check next to y6ur position category. 

3. Answer each item. 

4. Circle only one response to each item. 

Please return the survay^ to Mr. Washington's box by Friday, April* 16 . Results 
should be forthcoming some time in May. Check with your principal. 

Thank you for your help and cooperation. , 
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FILE 10 A. S t A 
NAME David Wilkinson 



J 



CARD FILE LAYOUT 



LOCATION. 



DATE' 9/21/81 



COMMENTS DRUG/ ALCOHOL SURVEY - STAFF AND STUDENT - 1981-82 DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC) PROGRAM 



00 



tn 
4^ 



> 
1 

— i 



FIELD 


COLUMNS 


4 

DESCRIPTION 


A 


1 - 3 


FILE ID : - ASA 


B 


4 "A 


School Code - Martin. 2 - Crockett. 3 - Fulmore. 4 - Travis * ^ 


C 


5-6 


If STAFF: Position Code - 01, 02, 03 t 04, 05 06 - Unknown 




$ 


► If STUDENT: Grade - 07, 08, 09, 10, 11, 12 13 - Unknown * V 


D 


7 -14 


. Survey Responses - 1 - Strongly Agreed 






r 2 - Agree 




■ - 


3 - Not Sure \ 




V 


4 « Disagree - 




. - 


i " ^ 
' 5 • Strongly Disagree m 


E 


1*~15 


r 

Same as column 4. * 0 


F " 


16-17 


Same as columns 5-6 * * ■ 


G 


18 -$5 


Same as columns 7-14 , ( ^ 


H-V 


26-80 


Repeat as in columns 4-14. Eadfc*punched card will have the file ID followed by 7 records. 












* 1 ^ 












" ^ ' * ^ ^ ^ * 


















\ • 









ft 



a 
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Drugs Off Campus A 
Appendix B " - 

STUDENT SURVEY - ' ' .- 
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Instrument Description: Student Si^rvey 



Brief description 'of the instrument : 

The Student Survey, labeled the Drug/ Alcohol Survey, is an eight-item opinion survey 
designed to elicit student perceptions regarding the prevalence of illegal drugs and 
alcohol on their campuses and the, use of trained dogs to detect them. A five-point 
Likert-type scale is used toy the student to respond' to four pairs of statements, the • 
first concerning dru>« and the second alcohol ^ The eight items are the same as those 
on the Staff Survey, There is also a space for students to supply their grade in 
school • v 



to vhom vas the ins trenail t administered? 

All students at Martin and Fulmo re Junior High Schools (grades 7-8), and all students 
at Crockett and Travis High Schools (grades*£*12) • 

* • • i 

Hov aaar tlaaa was the iasrrment administered? 4 

Twice, once in the fall of 1931 and again in the spring of 1932, 



When was the inatrraant arfrniTil stared? 

In fall 1981, September 17 through October 7, 
In spring 1932. \-rll 15 through April 20. 



Vaare was the iastnseat arial wintered? 



On the campuses of Martin and Eulmore Junior High Schools and Crockett and Travis 
High Schools 



npuaW; 

Die/ 

aista 



Who administered the lastrgsent? 
At Fulmore and Travis, the administration directions were read aloud over the<P.A. sys 
tern by an administrator. At Martin and gfrockett, teachers administered the survey, to 
first-period and advisory classes, respectively, — 

flhat training did the administrators have? 

> 

Directions for administering the survey to students were provided to all .schools. 
Was- the iaatrment administered under* standardised conditions? 

o 

Ho, ' * 

Vera there oroblemfr with the instrument or the administration that night 



affect the valid! 



erne- wi 
it* ox 



the data? 



None known* 



Who developed the instrument? 
The Offide of Research and Evaluation* 



/ 



Shas reliabilirr and validity data are available on the insfr=sen: 



None. 



Are there norm data available far intar^reting the results? 



Ho. 
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: STUDENT SURVEY 



- , > Purpose - - v c 

' ~ ; ■ • • » ■.. . . 

The Student Survey, titled the Drug/Alcohol Survey , provided deformation 
pertinent to answering .the following decision and evaluation questions 
*« . * ' ' ■ 

* ' * Decision Question Pi : Should the Austin Independent School District 

continue to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal diuigs 
and alcohol? % 

Evaluation Question Dl-2 : Did the availability and use of illegal 
drugs and 'alcohol on campus change as a result of the program? 

K * 
V m Evaluation Question Dl-3 : Did v student attitudes toward the use of * 

trained dog£ tQ detect illegal drugs and alcohol change fis a result 
of the program? 

% 

Decision Question D2 ; ^ If the program is continued, should it modi- 
fied or continued as is? 

Evaluation Question D2-4 ; What did school personnel, students, and 
parents think about, the program? 



Procedure 

. \ 

Data Collection 



Data collection procedures for the Student Survey, titled the Drug/ Alcohol 
Survey % are described in Appendix A. See especially Attachment A-2. A copy 
of the directions fot administering the Drug/Alcohol Survey to students is 
Attachment B-l. Attachment B-2 is a copy of the student form of the survey. 
It will be noted that there is no designated place for the school 1 s name, to. 
be written'. , this task was eliminated by reproducing the survey in a different 
coJLor for each school. 

• * 

Figure B-l below shows the number and percentage o£ students at each of the 
two program (Crockett and Martin) and two comparison schools (Travis and 
Fulmore) who completed rthe survey . ' As shown v in the* figure, response rates 
were . high-- over S0%^ except at tija program schools during spring 1982. 
Interestingly, the response rates for Crockett and Martin both declined 
considerably durinte the spring while the response rat;es at Travis- and Fulmore 
changed relatively kittle. 
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NUMBER 'OF." 
STUDENTS* 



SCHOOL 



NUMBER 
RESPONDING 



Fal3» Spring 



Fall"^Spring 



PERCENTAGE 
RESPONDING 



Fall- Spring 



Crockett 
Travis 
Martin 
Fulmore 



2^ 2621 

2010 1795 

953 942 

874 876 



2282 153L 181% . 58% 

1685 1454 *■ 84% n. *81% 

'789 673 83% % 71% 

776 797 89% 91*% 



^Number of students Is the membership for the time* periajd nearest the data- 
-collection. In the fall of 1981, this wa$ as of the Monday of the' fifth 
.week of the 1981-82 school year (September 21, 1981). In the spring of 
°1982, membership was as of— the fifth six weeks (April 16, 1982). Membership 

figures were \conjpiled by the Office of Child Accounting. 



Ei&ure B-l. 



NUMBER AND PERCENT OFxSTUDENTS RESPONDING AT EACH SCHOOL ADKLN- 
ISTERED THE DRUG/ ALCOHOL StJRVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982 4 
Percentages are rounflfed to the nearest whole number. 



Completed student surveys were keypunched according to the same i^rmat as 
the Staff Survey (see Attachment 1 A-6>* The resulting cajrds were then Used to 
create a computer file which was the basis for the analyses described below. 

Analyses 

These are described in this section in Appendix A. * 



Results 



Mean item responses for students at each of the four schools in the fall 
and in the following spring are. shown in Figure B<-3. Mean K i£fim responses 
for staff at the same schools during the same time period are shown in 
Figure fe-2. Staff results are discussed in Appendix A. Figures B-4* 
through B-7 give thjg^percentages of students , -in each 'school responding 
in each choice category. n£> 

Evaluation Question Dl-*2 is addressed by student responses jto items 
-1 through 3. Inspection of Figures B-3 through B-7 shows that: 

. Students at Crockett and Martin indicated that drugs and* alcohol were 
less of a problem on their campuses at the end of the program than they 
had been at the beginning. ■ 

. Students aKxh$, comparison schools reflected the opinion that drugs 
were about as much of a problem on their campuses at the end of the 
program as at the beginning. Fulmore students indicated th$t alcohol 
was less of a problem at the end of the school year than at the beginning. 



(Text continues on page B-8.) 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Of fica of Research and .Evaluation 

May, 1982 

RESULTS FROM THE DRUG/ ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982 

SCHOOL 



ITEM 



l.a. Drugs «. a probla. on this campus. 2.5 
b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus. 3.2 



2.9 
3.5 



2. a. Drugs ar. available on this campus 

whansvsr studants want them. 

b. Alcohol is availabla on this campus 
whansvsr studants want it. 

3. a. Studants oftsn u,« drugs on campus. 

b. Students oftsn drink alcohol on 
campus. 

4. *. Using dogs to detect drugs on 

campus is a good idea. 

b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on 
campus is a good idea. 



2.7 3.0 



3.4 
2.9 



3.6 
3.2 



3.4 3.7 



2.7 3.0 



2.8 3.1 



2.2 2.4 

2.6 2.8 

2.2 2.6 

2.8 3.0 

2.5 2.8 

3.0 3.1 

1.3 1.9 

1.3 1.9 



2.3 2.3 

3.4 3.4 



2.2 
2.7 



2.1 
2.6 



2.7 2.4 2.5 2.4 



3.5 
2.8 



3.5 
2.7 



3.7 3.6 



2.0 2.3 



2.3 2.5 



3.0 
2.3 

2.9 

.2.1 



2.9 
2.4 

2.7 

2.4 



2.2 2.5 



campus is a gooa xae.. 4-Disagree, 

«- - 2 - SLEWS' ZSJttSW- »f«« — • 



ITEM 



SCHOOL 

_ Crockatt Fulmore Travis 

Martin w oc " cc „ Sorlng Fall Spring 



l.a. Drugs ar. a problem on this campus. 2.6 

b. • Alcohol is a problsm on this campus. 3. 2 

2... Drugs ar. available on this ■ campus 

whenever students want them. 3«« 



b. Alcohol is availabla on this 

campus whenever students want it. 



3.7 



3 .a. Students often use drugs on campus. 2.9 

3.4 
2.2 



b. Students often drinlc alcohol on 
campus. 



4. a. Using dogs to detect drugs on 
campus is s good ides. 



b. Using dogs to detact alcohol on ^ 
campus is a good idea. 



3.0 
3.4 

3.5 

3.8 
3.0 

3-5 

# 2.8 

2.9 



2.7 
3.2 

2.9' 

3.4 
2.6 

3.2 

2.6 

2.8 



3.0 
3.4 

3.0 

3.5 
2.8 

3.3 

3.2 

3.2 



2.3 
3.2 



2.8 

3.5 



3.4 3.2 



3.7 
2.9 

3.5. 

2.6 



3.7 
2.7 ' 

3.6 

2.9 



2.6 3.0 



2.8 

3.3 

2.9 

3.5 
2.6 

3.3 

3.0 

3.2 



2.9 
3.3 

3;o 
3.5 

2.7 
3.3 
3.2 



3.3 



campus is a good xa«. 4-Disagree, 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



(fa) Fall 1931 N* 2282 
(Sp) Spring 1932 N- 1531 

ITEM 



Scrongly 
Agraa 



2 

Agraa 



RESPONSES 

3 
Hoc 
Sura 



4 : 



4 

agraa 



Strongly 
Disagree 







Fe 


S£ 


Fa 


S£ 


Fa 


S£ 




S£ 


Fa 


•So 


l.a. 


Druga are a problem on chlj campus. 


12 


? 


33 


30 


35 


27 


16 


23 


5 


11 


b. 


Alcohol la a problem on chlj campus. 


5 


4 


15 


15 


42 


32 


28 


J J 


q 


1 A 


2. a. 


Drugs ara available on chls campus 
whenever studancs wane chem. 


11 


10 


25 


27 


39 


32 


17 


20 


8 


u 


b. 


Alcohol Is available on chls campus 
whanavar studancs want ic. 


3 


4 


10 


9 , 


42 


36 


32 


33 


13 


18 


3. a. 


Scudants of can use drugs on campus. 


10 


10 


36 


32' 


37 


33 


13 


18 


4 


7 


b. 


Scud en cs of can drink alcohol on 
campus 


3 


4 


16 


15 


46 


39 


27 


30 


8 


13 


4.a. 


Using dogs co detect drugs on 
campus Is a good Idas. 


'25 


16 


31 


23 


17 


15 


13 


16 


15 


30 


b. 


Using dogs to detect alcohol on 
campus is a good Idea. 


20 


15 


30 


22 


20 


17 


16 


17 


15 


30 



Figure 5-4. PERCENTAGE OF CROCKETT STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON 
THE DRUG/ ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982. Percentages are 
. rounded to the nearest whole number, V. 



RESPONSES 



(Fa) Fall 1931 N» 1685 
(Sp) Spring 1982 N- 1454 

ITEM 

1. a. Drugs are a problem on this ^campus, 
b. Alcohol is a problem on chls campus. 

2 . a. Drugs are available on this campus 

whenever students want them. 

b. Alcohol Is available on this campus 
whenever students want It. 

3 . a. Students often use drugs on campus. 

b. Students often drink alcohol on 
campus , 

4. a. Using dogs to detect drugs on 

campus is a good Idea. 

b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on 
campus Is a good idea. 



Strongly 
Agree Agree 

IL Fa Sp Fa Sp 



12 10 

5 5 

10 9 

3 3 
12 12 

4 4 
20 16 



13 12 



29 30 
15 17 



10 11 

35 33 

17 17 
23" 21 
22 19 



3 
Not 
Sure 



31 28 
34 32 



Disagree 

Fa S£ 

22 24 
34 33 



26 . 26 35 34 21 20 



35 35 

32 30 

39 37 

1? 18 



35 34 

16 19 

30 30 

18 17 



20 21 22 20 



Strongly 
Disagree 

Fa Sp. 



7 8 
12 13 

8 10 

17 17 

4 6 

11 12 

22 28 

23 28 



Figure B~5. PERCENTAGE OF TRAVIS STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE 
DRUG/ ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING '1982. Percentages are rounded 
co che nearesc whole number. 



NOTE: Due Co Che rounding procedure (.5 or higher Co round up), percencages will 
not always cocal 100.* 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Off ict of Research and Eva la* c ion 



(Fa) fall 1981 N- 789 
(Sp) Spring 1932 N- 673 

ITEM 



1. a. Drugs art a problem on this campus* 
b. . Alcohol la a problam on this campus. 

2 . a. Drugs art available on this campus 

whenever students wane Cham. 

b. Alcohol Is availabla on this campus 
whenever scudencs wane it. 

3. a. Students of can usa drugs on campus. 

b. Scudants of can drink, alcohol on 
campus. 

4. a» Using dogs co dacacc drugs on 

campus Is a good ldaa. 

b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on 
campus is a good ldaa. 



Strongly 
Agraa 
Fa S£ 



13 

6 



37 22 



32 19 



RESPONSES 

2 3 4 
Jtot. 

Agraa Sura Dlsagraa 

Fa. So |a Fa Sp 




14 



8 



34 31 



36 33 



5 6 32 27 
26 26 44 39 



47 38 
12 15 



34 30 14 17 



29 31 

41 40 

18 21 

33 36 

9 14 

12 15 



Strongly 
Dlsagraa 
Fa So 

4, 9 

9 # 15 

16 21 

20 25 
5 8 

11 15 

8 19 

8 20 



Figura B-6. PERCENTAGE OF MARTIN STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE 
DRUG/ ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982. Percencages are 
rounded Co Che nearesc whole number. 



(Fa) Fall 1981 N- 776 
(So) Spring 1982 N- 797 

ITEM 



Scrongly 
Agraa 
Fa So 



1. a. 
b. 

2. a. 



3. a. 
b. 

4. a. 
b. 



Drugs are a problem on this campus. 

Alcohol is a problam on this campus. 

Drugs are availabla on this campus 
whenever scudencs wane them. 

Alcohol is available on this campus 
whenever scudencs wane it. 

Scudencs often use drugs on campus. 

Scudencs often drink alcohol on 
campus. 

Using dogs to detect drugs on 
campus Is a good idea. 

Using dogs to detect alcohol on 
campus is a good Idea. 



13 11 

7 5 

5 8 

3 3 

7 11 



25 23 



22 18 



Agree 
Fa So. 

26r 28 
16 10 



5 6 

27 32 

9 7 

29 24 



RESPPNSES 

3 
Not 
Sure 
Fa So 



40 34 
37 34 



13 20 35 32 



30 31 

44 34 

41 36 

18 16 



Disagree 

Fa So 



17 19 
28 32 

31 25 

39 34 

18 17 

35 35 

0 

15 15 



31 25 20 17 16 18 



Strongly 
"Disagree 

5a Sp 

5 8 

12 18 

17 14 

23 26 
5 6 

13 19 
12 21 
12 23 



Figure 3-7. PERCENTAGE OF FULMORE STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE CATEGORY ON 
THE DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY, FALL 1981 AND S?RING 1982. Percentages are 
rounded to the nearest whole number. 



BOTE: Due to the rounding procedure (.5 or higher to round up), percentages will 
not always total 100. 
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• Students at each of the four schools, except Fulmore, thought that drugs 
and alcohol y*ere about as available to students and that students used 
them on campus about as frequently at the beginning of the program as 

at the end of the program. Fulmore students thought that they werQ more 
available and used more frequently at the end of the program than at 
the beginning. 

Evaluation Questions Dl-3 and Dl-4 are addressed by student .responses to 
item 4. Inspection of Figures B-3 through B-7 reveals that: 

• Students at all four schools agreed with the use of dogs less by the end 
of the program. 

• The majority of Crockett students supported the use of^dogs when the 
program began, but at the end of the school year did not. 

• Martin students agreed with the use of dogs before and after the pro- 
gram, but much less afterwards. 

. More Travis students disagreed with the use of dogs than agreed, both 
at the beginning and at the end of the program. 

• The majority of Fulmar e students supported the use^ of dogs when the 
program began, but at the end of the year did not. 




So 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT f SCH0OL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY 
Directions for Administering to Students 

j 

Please read aloud: 



There is a new program in AISD this year. At two schools, trained 
dogs will be used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol. In evaluating 
this program* we are interested in your attitude? about drugs on campus. 



Teachers pass out survey.. . 

> 

Please complete this survey by doing two things. First, print the 
grade you are in at the too. (Pause.) Then, under each underlined 
statement, circle the word or words which best express hew you feel 
about that statement. For example* the first statement is, "Drugs, 
are cC problem on this campus. 99 If you agree wvbn this statement, 
^aircle the word "Agree." If you disagree with this statement, circle 
C^Disagree." You may also "Strongly Agree" or "Strongly disagree" with 
\ this statement. If you are riot sure whether you agree or disagree 
with the statement, circle "Not Sure." 

There are eight statements in all. Please s respond to each one. Do . 
not leave any blank* Make only one response to each statement. 

. You do not need to write your name. All responses are confidential . 

Thank you for your help. 



> 

Collect completed surveys and return through the school mail to: 

ORE/David Wilkinson 
Box 79 

Administration Building 



Printed September 1981 / ^ * 

Reprinted April 1982 b-9 



* - v. 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
.81.54 Office of Research and Evaluation Attachment B-2 

drug/alcohol SURVEY 

Your grade :\ • * 
,x . . -— , L 

1, a. Drugs are a problem on this campus . 
Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 

b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus . 
Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 

2, a. Drugs are available on this campus if students want them . 
Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 



isa^rc 



b. Alcohol is available on this campus if students want it , 
Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure „ Disagree Strongly Disagree 



3, la. Students bring drugs onto the campus all the time . 
Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 



b. Students bring alcohol onto the campus all the time . 
Strongly Agree Agree • Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 



L\ t a. Using dogs to detect drugs on campus is a good idea . 
Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 

~c It— — — 



b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on campus is a good idea . 

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 

Printed September 1981 

Reprinted April 1982 b-10 ^2 
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PARENT SURVEY 
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Instrument Description: Parent Survey 



No. 



grief description of the instrument : 

The Parent Survey is e four-item opinion survey designed to elicit parent perceptions 
regarding the prevalence of illegal drugs and alcohol on the campuses of the schools 
their children attend and the use of trained dogs to detec^them. The Parent Surve^tt? 
contains four of the eight items on the Staff and 'Student SOxvey. A five-point, 
Likert-type scale is used by the parent to respond to two pairs of statements, the 
first concerning drugs and the second alcohol. Both directions and items are rendered 
in English and Spanish on opposite sides of the one-page survey form* 



To whom was the inscrtaant administered? 

The survey was sent through the mail, to a random sample of 400 parents, 100 each with 
children attending either Martin or Fillmore Junior High Schools or Crockett or Travis 
High Schools. J . v 

V 

How sanr times vas the instr^tent administered? 

Once • 



Shea was the lastroaeat 



tered? 



J 



The survey was initially mailed on January 4, 1982. A, reminder in the form of 
second survey was mailed to nonrespondents on February 3, 1982. The final survey 
returned to the Office of Research and Evaluation was received on April ^6, 1982* 

Where was the instrument arfrrfTiiatBred? 

In tSe home. ^ ' 

who administered the instrtgene? 
Self -administered. ~ 

Shat 'training did- the arH- 1 nostra tors have? . 

The survey contained directions for administration. * * 

gas the instrument administered under standardised conditions? 

No. . ~ . . 

Sere there problems with the isstrsaent or the administration chat night 
affect che validity or the data? 

In the initial mailing, surveys intended for liar tin parents were sent to Travis parents 
and vice versa. Since the school name was part of the first two itecs, parents nay 
have. chosen more "not sure" responses than Had they received the survey with the 
correct 'school name. This problem was corrected in the reminder nailing. 

Who developed the instrtanent? 

. ■ i 

The Office of Research and Evaluation. 

«aac rallabili.cr aad validirr jaca are available ga ;hs iaae— j=eat? 



None. 



T 



Are there son data liable for interpreting the r asdics? 



V 
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V ' PARENT SURVEY 



Purpose 

The DOC Parent Survey pi»ov£died data relevant to answering the following 
* decision and evaluation questions: 

Decision Question D2 : If the program is continued, should it be* 
modified or continued as is? 

Evaluation Question D2-4 : What did school personnel, students, 
and parents think about the program? , 



A Procedure * 

Data Collection * 

f , * 

The DOC Parent Survey was adapted from the Drug/ Alcohol Survey, which was 
given, in slightly different forms, to schodl personnel and. to students. Four 
of the eight items on the Drug/Alcohol Survey, those dealing with the avail- 
ability and frequency of use of drugs and alcohol on a school's campus, were * 
eliminated as being inappropriate for parents since parents' opinions could 
not be based on first-hand, day-to-day experience, as in the case of students 
and school staff. 

Attachment C-l is a copy of the memorandum sent to the Acting Associate Su- 
perintendent for Instruction describing* the survey and the sample, and c 
asking him to sign the letter portion of fhe survey. In his absence, the 
signature of the Acting Assistant-Superintendent for Secondary Education was 
obtained instead and the survey modified accordingly. Attachment C-2 contains 
the final survey, with a form for each school giving the school' ^name and 
English and Spanish versions on opposite sides of the page. Attachment C-3 
is a copy of the memo to principals apprising them of the survey. 

The sample of 400 parents was drawn in December, 1981, from tjhe Student Master • 
File maintained by Data Services. The sample selection procedure was as^ 
follows: % ■ - „ 

1. A'complete listing of students, their parents, and parents' addresses 
was computer printed for Crockett, Martin, Travis, '-and Fulmore. 

2. From this listing, 1£0 parents of students at each of the four schools 
were randomly selected by ifle^6;pf a random number table. 

3. Selection was made without respe^ to grade level. That^*fcs, no 
attempt was made to draw an equal T*umber oi parents of students in 
each grade level in a particular school. 
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Figure C-l below shows how many parents of students in each grade were sampled. 
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11 


23 


17 
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X 


40 


12 


22 


14 


X 


X 


36 


TOTAL 


100 


100 


100 . 


100 
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X ■ This school 


does not 


contain this 


grade. 







Figure C-l. NUMBER OF Pifarrs RECEIVING THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, SHOWN BY THEIR 
CHILDREN'S SCHOOL AND GRADE LEVEL. 

As seen in the figure, approximately equal number of parents of students in 
grades 7 and 8 were sampled.' A larger number of parents of ninth graders were 
sampled than the number of- parents of students in^the other high school grades. 
However, this inequity is consistent with the schools 1 actual enrollments. In 
the first semester of the 1981-82 school year,, ninth graders accounted for 
nearly one third (31%) of the combined enrollments of Crockett and Travis High 
Schools. Even so, the greatest proportion of parents of high school students 
who were selected to receive the Parent Survey were parents of ninth graders 
(41% of 200). 

The DOC Parent Survey was mailed on January 4, 1982. A stamped, self-addressed 
.return envelope was enclosed. A reminder in the form of a second survey was 
'mailed on February 8, 1982. Attachment C-4 shows ^ sample reminder survey. The 

sample shown is for parents of. students attending Crockett High School (see 

item 1), but there were forms for all four schools, as shown in Attachment C-2. 

The reminder survey differed from the original putvey in only two respect^:. 

> 

1. The word "reminder 11 and a message asking that the questionnaire 
be returned as soon as possible wer£ added at the^ top. 

2. * The reminder survey was duplicated on blue paper while the original 

was on green. . 

Each reminded was also accompanied by another return envelope. On both of the 
mailings, parents 1 names and addresses were computer printed on adhesive labels 
which were fastened to the envelopes, 
tfith a 3-digit identification code. 



All surveys and envelopes were stamped 



4b 



A total of 19 surveys were returned by the post office because the addresses 
were i#t valid. %0f the remainder, 229 surveys were returned by parents, an 
overall 'response r&te of 57.3%. One parent responded to the survey but did 
ntot use the response scale. 
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Figure C-2 presents the number of parents of students at each school who 
returned completed surveys. 

SAMPLE NUMBER. OF PARENTS PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS 
SCHOOL. SIZE RESPONDING RESPONDING 

Crockett 100 66 66% 

Martin . 100 52. 52% 

* Travis 100 56 56% 

Fulmore * 100 _54 54% 

TOTAL 400 228 '* 57% 

... * 

Figure C-2. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PARENTS RESPONDING TO THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, 
SPRING 1982. * 

Complete^ surveys returned to ORE .were delivered to the Keypunch Services divi- 
sion of th^ Computation Center at The University of Texas at Austin. The key- . 
punch format used is shown in Attachment C-5. The resulting cards were then *' 
used to m create a computer fil&^which was the basis for the analyses described 
below. ;'£ v ^ 

Analyseg . . . , 

* - 
Subprogram FREQUENCIES from the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) was used to obtain descriptive statistics for the DOC Parent Survey data. 
Groups included for analysis were parents of students at each of the two program 
schools, Crockett and Martin,, and at their comparison schools, Travis and Fulmore, 
Due to length considerations, the output from this program could not be attached 
to this- report, but it is contained in a /r^mpanion volume, Supplementary 
■Material: Drugs Off Campus Program 1981-82 (Publication Number: 81. M). 



Results 

Mean item responses for parents of students attending one of the four schools Are 
shown in Figure C-3. Figures C-4 through C-7 give the percentages of parents 
responding in each choice category*, according to the school their child attended. 

Due to the data collection error notted ifi, these figures and in the Instrument 
Description (page C-2), results are less complete than would be desirable. 
However, inspectioii of Figures C-3 through C-7 indicates that parents, on the 
whole, (1) perceived drugs and, to a lesser extent, alcohol -to be a problem on 
the campuses of the schools their children attended, and (2) were quite favor- 
ably inclined toward the DOG Program. t 

i 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

May, 1982 

RESULTS FROM THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, SPRING 1982 



SCHOOL 



ITEM. 

1. a. Drugs are a problem at 

(name of school) . 

b. Alcohol is a problem at 
(name of school)., 

2. a. Using dogs to detect 

drugs, on campus is a 
good idea. 

» 

by Using dogs to detect 
alcohol on campus is 
a good idea. 



Crockett- 1 
(N-66) 



1.9 



2.3 



1.8 



1.9 



Martin 
(N-52) 



Travis 
(N-56) 



Fulmore 
(N=54) 

<; 

1.9 



2.7 



1.7 



1.9 



1.6 



1.6 



1.5 



•1.8 



■^DOC Program school 

*Some surveys intended "for Martin parents were sent to Travis parents and 
.vice versa. Since the -school name was part of this item, the validity 
of these data, is questionable. Figures are therefore omitted. 

%0 



Figure C-3, 



\ 



MEAN ITEM RESPONSES OF PARENTS OF STUDENTS ATTENDING A DOC 
PROGRAM OR COMPARISON SCHOOL (1 =■ Stongly Agree, 2 - Agree, 
3 ■ Not Sure, 4 = Disagree, 5 » Strongly Disagree). Numbers 
are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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Office of Research and Evaluation 



N-66 



- Strongly 
ITEM Agree 

1. a. Drugs are a problem at 

Crockett High Schofc^. 33 

b. Alcohol is d»> problem 

at Crockett High School. 20 

2. a. Using "dogs to detect „ 

drugs on campus Is a 56 
. good idea*. 

b. Using dogs to detect- 

• alcohol on campus is 47 
a good idea; - 



2* 

Agree 

- k 
49 

38 

27 

30 



3 
Not 
Sure 



12 
36 
6 

12 



RESPONSES 

' i. 
Disagree 

6 

-6 



Strongly 
Disagree 



3 



Figure C-4. PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS OF CROCKETT STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH 

CHOICE CATEGORY ON THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, SPRING 1982. Percentages 
are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

J ' 

RESPONSES 



N=56 



TEM 



1 2 
Strongly 

Agree Agree 



1. a. Drugs are a problem at 

Travis High School. . 

r 

b. Alcohol is a problem 
at Travis High School. 

2. a. Using dogs to detect 

drugs on campus is a 
good idea. 

b. Using dogs tb detect 
alcohol on campus is 
a good idea. 



76 



73 



.12 



15 



3 
Not 
Sure 



0' 



Disagree 



- * 
* 



2 > 



Strongly 
Disagree 



12 



10 
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*Some surveys intended f or A Tifavis parents were sent to Martin parents and vice 
versa. Since the school name was part of this item, the, 0 validity of these 
data is questionable. Figures are therefore omitted. 

Figure C-5 . PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS OF TRAVIS STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE 
CATEGORY ON THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, SPRING 1982. Percentages are 
rounded to the nearest whole number. 

Note: Due to the ^otamding procedure (.5 or higher to roundup), percentages will 
total from 99 to 101. „ ' s . Qm * 
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1 



N=52 



ITEM 

1. a. Drugs are a problem at 

Martin Jr. High. 

b. Alcohol is a problem 
at Martin Jr. High. 

r .. 

2. a.* Using dogs to detect 

drugs on campus is a 
good idea. 

b. Using dogs to detect 
alcohol on campus is 
a good idea. 



Stjrongly 
Agree 



62 



50 



Agree 



25 



31 



RESPONSES 



3 
Not 
Sure 



Disagree 

* o 



Strongly 
Disagree 



*Some surveys iat ended for Martin parents were sent to Travis parents and 
vice versa. Since the school name was part of this item, the validity of 
these data is questionable. Figures are therefore omitted. 

Figure C-6. PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS OF MARTIN STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOICE 
, CATEGORY ON THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, 'SPRING 1982. Percentages are 

rounded to the nearest whole number. 



RESPONSES 



N=54 



ITEM 

l.a- Drugs are a problem at 
Fulmore Jr. High. 



b. 



Alcohol is a problem 
at Fulmore Jr. High. 



2. a. Using dogs to detect 
drugs on campus is.,, a 
good idea. 



b. 



Strongly 
Agree 



39 



11 



74 



2 

Agree 
33 
17 

15 



1 

Not 
Sure 



24 



59 



Disagree 



13 



Strongly 
Disagree 

0 
0 




Using dogs to detect ■ , . 

alcohol on campus is 

a good idea. 52 , 33 7 .2 i 

-«%./■ 
igure C-7; .PERCENTAGE OF PARENTS OF FULMORE STUDENTS RESPONDING IN EACH CHOldE 
CATEGORY ON THE DOC PARENT SURVEY, SPRING 1982. Percentages are 
$ rounded to the nearest whole number. * 

" / *s. 
Note: Due to the rounding procedure (.5 or higher to found up)/ percentages 
will total frpm 99 to 101. An , V 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



TO: Lawrence Buford i 

FROM: David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern 

SUBJECT r Parent Survey for the Drugs Off Campus (DOC) Evaluation 

In .order to answer the question, "What did school personnel, students, and 
parents think about the program?" a random sample of 400 parents— 100 each 
with children attending one of the two program (Crockett and Martin) or two 
comparison (Travis and Fulmore) schools-— will be sent the attached survey, ■ 
The survey contains two of the four questions previously asked of faculty, 
staff, and students at each of the four schools named above. It has also 
been given to 22 parents who attended the orientation at Crockett. English 
and Spanish versions of the survey will W on opposite sides of the single- 
page survey. , ' \ 

* 

Since the number of parents responding to past surveys has not been large, 
we think it might help the response rate if the survey were to come from 
a top administrator. Therefore,, we are asking that you sign the four copies 
of the survey, one for each school. I will be responsible for mailing it out 
conducting a follow-up as necessary, and analyzing the results. 

If you have any questions or concerns about this survey, I would be ;glad to 
discuss them with you. As always, thank you for your help. 

DW:lg 

Enclosure > 




APPROVED :. ' "7?t"V .C./L ; s /* T^^cJr 

^Director , Research and Evaluatiorj^ 
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Attachment C-2 
(Page 1 of 8) 

81*54 VERSION EN ESPAflOL *AL OTRO LADO 

Austin Independent School District 

AUSTIN, TCXAS 

* January 1982 



Dear Parent: ► 

* " * f ° • 

There is a new program in AISD this year. At two schools j trained dogs are 

being used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol. 

You are one of the parerffis in a randomly selected group who is receiving this 
survey. Please take a minute now to help. Your opinion is important to us 
as we decide whether or not to continue 'this program. 

Please complete the survey by responding to the statements which foll^o. Under 
each underlined statement, circle the word or words which best express how yo& 
feel about that statement. 

You do not need to write your name. Your responses are bonfideniial. 
Thank you* ' \ " ' 

Sincerely^ f^^^) 

/ 

W. David Hill . ' 

Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education 




<7 



******* 



******* ** ************* *********** ********** ************[************************** 



l f a# Drags are a problem at Crockett High School . 

Serongly Agr«« Afrtt Noc Surm Disagrta Serongly Dtsagraa 



b. JULcqhol is a problem at Crockett High School, 

Strongly Agraa Agraa Noc Sura Dijagraa Serongly Disagraa 



2,a# Using dogs £o detect drugs on campus is a good idea , 

Scroagly A$rii Agrta Hoc Sur« Dlaagraa Scroagly Dtsagraa 



b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on campus is a good idea . 




( 
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ENGLI^f ^VERSION ON THE OTHER SIDE 

81#54 ~ Attachment C-2 

(continued, page 2r of 8) 

Austin Independent School District ^ 

AUSTIN, TEXAS 

j Enero 1982 , \ 



Estlmado Padre de Familia: 

Este ano hay un programa ftuevo «n el Dlstrito Escolar de Austin, En dos escuelas 
se estan usando perros entrenados para detectar drogas ilegalfea y bebidas alcoho- 
licas. n 

Usted ha sido seleccionado a traves de un sorteo para recibir este cuestiionario. 
Queremos tomar en cuenta su opinion al dedidir si continuamos este programa o no. 
Por favor tome unos minutos para ayudarnos. ' 

Lien* este cuestionario, encerrando en un circulo las palabr^s que melor expresatn 
lo que usted siente sobre cada una de las oraciones subrayatfas. 

No necesita usted escribir su nombre. Sus respuestas son conf idenciales . 

Muchas gracias. 




W. David Hill 

Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education . 
****************************************** 

* 

l.a. Las drogas son un problema en la escuela Crockett , 

Escoy miy Escoy dm ' So ascoy So ascoy da Escoy auy , 

dm acuardo acuardo saguro acuardo an dasacuardo 



b. Las bebidas alcoholicas son un problema en la escuela Crockett . 

Escoy auy Escoy dt So ascoy So ascoy da Escoy auy, 

dm acuardo Acuardo saguro acuardo mn dasacua! 



2. a. El uso de perros para detectar drogas en la escuela es una buena idea . 



Escoy miy Escoy -dm So ascoy So ascoy dm Escoy auy 

da acuardo 'acurfrdo saguro acuardo ^ an dasacuardo 



-V- 1- 



i 

b, . El uso de perros para detectar bebidas alcoholicas en la escuela es una 
buena idea , . * V 

Escoy auy Escoy da So ascoy So ascoy da Escoy auy 

da acuardo acuardo saguro acuardo an dasacuardo 
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Attachment C$2 
(continued, page 3 of 8) 

81>54 VERSION EN ESPAftOL AL OTRO LADO 

AUSTIN'iNDEREHBCNT SCHOOL DISTRICT « 
AUSTIN, TEXAS 

January 1982 



Dear Parent: 

There is a new program in AISD this year. At two schools, trained dogs are, 
being used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol, ' | 

You are one of . the parents in a randomly selected group, who is receiving this 
survey. Please take a minute now to help. Your opinion is important to us 
as we decide whether ar aat to continue this program. 

Please complete the survey by responding to ihe statements which follow. * 
Under each underlined statement, circle the word- or words which best exprWsV* 
how you feel about that statement, 

You do life t need to write your name. Your responses are confidential , 
' Thank you, v 




W. David Hill - 

Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education 



1. a. Driigs are a problem at Travis High School , 

Strongly AfTsa Agr«« Not Sur* Dlsagrta Scrongly Dis^^^ 

. u — — — ■ — ■ 7" 

b . Alcohol is a problem at Travis High School . 

Strongly Agr«« Agr«« Not Sura Qla»gr«i Strongly Diiigr«« 

2. a. Using dogs to detect drugs on campus is a good idea . 

Strongly Agr«« Agr«« Stat Sura Disagru Scrongly Disagr*« 

. _____ __ ■ _________ . 

< 

b. Using dogs to .detect alcohol on campus is a good idea . 

Strongly Agra* Agrt* Not Sura * Oisagrta Strongly Olsagraa 
% 
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* - (continued page 4 of 8) 

1 ' ENGLISH VERSION ON THE OTHER SIDE 

81.54 

Austin Independent School District 

AUSTIN, TEXAS 

Enero 1982 

r • ♦ ; • 

Estimado Padre de Familla: 

Este ano hay un programa nuevo en el Disttito Escolar de Austin, En dos escuelas 
se estan usando perros entxenados para detectar drogas ilegales y bebidas alcoho- 
licas. ■ * 

Usted ha sido seleccionado a traves.de un sorteo para recibir este cuestionario. 
Queremos tomar en cuenta su opinion al decidir si continuamos este programa o no. 
Por favor tome unos minutos para ayudaraos. 

>* 

Llene este cuestionario, encerrando en un cixcul/tf las palabras que mejor expresan 
lo que usted siente sobre^ cada una de las oraciones subrayadas. 

No necesita usted escribir su nombre*. Sus respuestas son confidericiales . 

Muchas gracias. 

Sinceramente, 



W. David Hill 

Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education 
l.a. Las drogas son un problema en la escuela Travis • 

4 

0 * 

Escoy auy Escoy da Mo ascoy Ho ascoy da Escoy any 

da acuardo acuardo aaguro acuardo an dasaeuardo 



b. Las bebidas alcoholicas son un problema en la escuela Travis, 

Sscoy auy Escoy da Mo ascoy No ascoy da Escoy suy 

da acuardo acuardo <saguro v aeuardo an dasaeuardo 



2. a. El uso de perros para detectar drogas en la escuela es una buena idea . 

Escoy suy Escoy da No ascoy Mo ascoy da Escoy tsuy 

da aeuardo aeuardo saguro aeuardo an dasaeuardo 



b. El uso de perros para detectar bebidas alcoholicas en jkfr escuela es una 
buena idea. 



Escoy suy Escoy da Mo ascoy No ascoy d* Escoy muy 

dasaeuardo aeuardo safuro aeuardo an dasaeuardo 



Aw Lciciimtinc. u— & 
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Austin Independent School ^strict 

AUSTIN, TEXAS 

January 1982 



Dear Parent: 

There Is a new program In AISD this year. At two schools, trained dogs are 
being used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol. 

You are one of the parents in a randomly selected group who is receiving this 
survey. Please take'a minute now to help- Your opinion is important to us 
£&jwe decide whether or not to continue this program. 

Please complete ,the survey by responding to the statements which follow. 
Under each underlined statement, circle the word or words which best express 
how you feel about that statement. 5 



Ycu do not need to write your name. Your responses are confidential . 
Thank you. ' * 
Sincerely 

W. David Hill * 

Acting Assistant Superintendent; for Secondary Education 

*************************^^ 




l.a. 


Drugs are 

Scrongly Agr«« 


a problem at Martin Jr., High. 

Agrt* Hoc Sum Disagrt* Scrongly Dls*gr«« 


. s , 


P. 


Alcohol is 


a problem at Martin Jr. High. 






SCrongly Agr«« 


Agr«« Hoc §£r« DiJ*grt« Scrongly Dlsagrt* '* 


\ 

\ ■ 

\ 


2. a. 


Using dogs 


to detect drugs on campn^ is a good idea. 






Strongly ,Agrt» 


Agrct Hoc Surt Dls*gr»» Scrongly Dls&grta 




b. 


Using dogs 


to detect alcohol on campus is a good idea. 






Strongly Agrtft 


" Agrtt^WQC sur* Disagrt* ~ Scrongly Dia*gr«« 
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81.54 ^ english version on the other side ' 

Austin independent School District - 

AUSTIN, TEXAS ( 

Enero 1982 

• ■ r ■ 

# « y 

Estimado Padre de Famiiia: 

Este ano hay un programa nuevo en el Distrito Escolar de. Austin, En dos escuelas 
se estan usandp perros entrenados para detectar drogas ilegales y behldas alcoho- 
licas. 

Usted ha sido seleccionado a^traves de un sorteo para recibir este cuestionario. 
Queremos comar* en cuenta su opinion al decidir si continuamos este program o no. 
Por favor tome unos minutos para ayudarnos. 

Hene este cuestionario, encerrando en un cxrculo las palabras que mejor expresan 
lo que usted sience sobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadas. 

No* txecesita usted escribir su nombre. Sus respuestas son conf idencialas . 

Muchas gracias • 

Sincerajneate, 




W. -bavid Hill 

Acting Assistant Superintendent for . Secondary Education 

l.a. Las drogas son un problema en la escuela Martin Jr. High ', * 



Zscoy tauy Eacoy da Ho aatoy ' 8d aacoy de Eacoy ouy 

da acuardo acuardo * aaguro acuardo an daaacuardo 



b. Las bebidas alcoholicas son un problema en la escuela Martin Jr. High . 

. Eatoy auy Eacoy da Mo aacoy ^ No eacoy da Eatoy amy 

da acuardo Acuerdo aeguro acuardo an daaacuardo 



2. a. El uso de perros para detectar drogas en la escuela es una buena idea . 

Eacoy ouy Eacoy da Mo eatoy No eacoy da Estoy amy 

da acuardo acuardo aaguro acuarcfo an daaacuardo 



b. El uso de perros para detectar bebidas alcoholicas en la escuela es una 
buena idea . 

Eacoy tauy Eatoy da Ho as coy 3d aatoy da Eatoy tmiy , 

da acuardo acuardo aaguro acuardo en desacuardo % 

"""" " 
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VERSION EN ESPAfiOL AL OTRO LADO 
81.54 Attachment 02 

(continued, page 7 of 8) 4 

Austin Independent School District . 

AUSTIN, TEXAS 

January 1982 



Dear Parent : 

Thefe is a new program in AISD this year. At two schools, trained dogs are. 
being used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol. 

YQu^are one of the parents in a_ randomly selected group who is receiving this 
survey. Please take ja minute now to help. Your opinion is important to us 
as we decide whether or not to continue this program* 

Please complete the survey by responding to the statements which follow. 
Under each underlis&d statement, circle the word or words which bfesfe express 
how * you feel about that statement. * 

You do not need to write your name. Your responses are confide 
Thank you. 




Sijicere^y, 

W. David Hill . ' , : < 

Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education 

l.a. Drugs are a problem at Fulmore Jr. Sigh. 





Strongly Agraa 


Agr«a Not Sura Dls*gr«« Strongly Disagraa 

j 




b. 


Alcohol is 


a problem at Fulmore Jr. High. 






Strongly Agraa 


Agraa Hoe* Sura D±aagr«« Strongly Disagraa 




2. a. 


Using dogs 


to detect drugs on campus is & good idea. 






Strongly Agraa 


Agra* Hoc Sura Disagraa Strongly Disagraa 


J 


b. 


Using dogs 


to detect alcohol on campus is a good idea. 






Strongly Agrta 


<* 

Agra* Not Sura Disagrta Strongly Disagrae 
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ENGLISH VERSION ONJTHE OTHER SIDE 
81.54 k Attachment C-2 

r (continued, page 8 of 8) 
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SEHOOL DISTRICT „ 

AUSTIN, TEXAS \ k 



Enero 1982 



Estimado Padre de Familia; 



$ste ano hay un programa nudvo en el Distrito EscGlar de Austin, En dos escuelas 
se estan usando' perros entrenados para detectar drogas ilegales y bebidas alcoho- 
licas. # 

Usted ha sido , seleccionado a traves de un sorteo para xecib^r este cuestionario. 
Queremos tomar en cuenta su opinion al decidir si continuamoY~este programa o no . 
Por favor tome unos miriutos para ayudamos. - v 

Llcne este cuestionario, encerrando en un c£rculo las palabras que, mejor expresan 
lo que jested siente sobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadas. % . 

No necesitakusted escribir su nombre. Sus respuestas son conf idenciales . 

Muchas gracias. 

Sinceramente 




W. David Hill 

Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education \ 
l.a. Las drogas son un^problema eh la escuela Fulmore Jr. High . 

- V 

,£atoy any Eacoy dm No aacoy No aatoy da 2a coy auy 

da acuardo acuardo saguro acuardo an daaacuardo 



5 # Las bebidas alcoholicas son un problema en la escuela Fulmore Jr. High, 



Eacoy auy Eacoy da Ho aatoy . No aacoy dm Eacoy any 

da acuardo acuardo saajiro acuardo an daaacuardo 



2. a. El uso de perros para detectar drogas en la escuela es una bu ena idea. 



Eacoy auy Eacoy da Ho aatoy ifo aatoy da Sacoy amy 

da acuardo acuardo aaguro acuardo an daaacuardo 



b. El uso de perros para detectar bebidas alcoholicas en la escuela es una 
buena idea . 

Eacoy auy Bacoy da No aacoy So aacoy da Eacoy aruy 

m da acuardo acuardo saguro acuardo an daaacuardo 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



December 7, 1981 



TO; Principals Addressed 

FROM: David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern s 
SUBJECT: Parent Survey - - s 

c 

i 

As a part of the evaluation of the Drugs Off Campus (DOC) program, 100 
parents of randomly selected students at your school will be surveyed in 
January 1982, A copy of the survey form for your school is attached. 

The survey items, excepting only the addition of the„ school's name ini #1 
are t;he saiifeas two of the four items to* which your faculty, staf^*and 
student bodyr^ponded earlier this fall. ^ 

Parents will be surveyed by mail and their individual responses will be 
held confidential. 

> ■ ' *** 

If you have any questions about this survey, or if a parent has any 
questions ? please call me at 458-1227. 



APPROVED 



APPROVED: 




22z 



Director, Research and Evalu 




Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education 



cc: Lawrence Buford 
J. M. Richard 



Addressees: Forrest Kline, Crockett 
Fortunate Vera,- Martin 
Jack Allison, Travis 
Bill Armentrout, Fulmore 
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Attachment C-4 
Page 1 of 2 
VERSION EN ESPANOL AL OTRO LADO. 



AUSTIN iNOePENOeNT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
AUSTIN, TtXAB 



mum 



Dear Parent: 



Jam 



1982 



PLEASE RETURN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE 
. AS SOON AS POS SIBLE. YOUR OPINION 



IS IMPORTANT TO US! 



r 



There is a new program in AISD this year. At two schools ^ trained dogs are 
being, used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol. 

You are one of* the parents in a randomly selected group who is receiving this 
survey. Please take a rrd^Ute now to help. Your opinion is important to us 
as we decide whether or not to continue this program. 

Please complete the survey by responding to the statements which follow. Under 
[each underlined statement^ circle the word or words which best express how you 
feel about that statement. 

You do not need to write your name. Your responses are cdnfjaent^al . 
Thank you. / [ 

Sincerely 

/ 





s / 

W. Qavid Hill 

Acting Assistant Superintendent for % Secondary Education 

l t a. Drags^are a problem at Crockett High School . 

-j - 

/ Strongly Agra* Agraa So* Sax* Diaasra* Strongly Olsagraa 



b. Alcohol i s a problem at Crockett High School . 

Strongly Agraa Agr«« ■ Sojt Sur« Dtsagrt* Strongly Diaagr** 



2^. Using dogs to detect drugs on campus is a good idea . 

Seroogly Agraa Agra*' fitte Sura Olsagraa Strongly Olsagraa 



b. Using dogs to detect alcohol oty campus is a good idea « 

4 ' 

Strongly Agraa Agraa Hoc Sum Disagraa Strongly Olsagraa 
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'*■".. • j > (continued, f>age 2 of 2) 

81.54 "* ENGLISH VERSION ON THE OTHER SIDE 



' k Austin Independent School District 

\^ - AUSTIN, TWAa 

■ ' Enero 1982 POR FAVOR RE GRESE ESTE CUESTTqnaRIO 

RECORMTQRIQ lo antes, posible, isu opinion es 

nuwnmiww muy iMPORTAfg^ para nosotrosT ^ 

Estimado Padre de Familia: 

Este ano hay un pro grama nuevo en el Distrito Escolar de Austin* En dos -escuelas 
sa estan usando perres entrenados para detectar drogas ilegales 7 bebidas alcaho— 
licas. 

Usted ha sido seleQ£ionado a traves de un sorteo para ^recibir este cuestionario. 
Queremos tomar en cuenta su opinion al'decidir si continuaaos este pro'grama o no. 
Por favor tome unos mlnutos para ayudarnos. ' ■ 

Lien* este cuestionario, encerrando en un 'circulo las palabras que melor expresan 
lo que usted siente sobre cada una de las oraclones subrayadas. . 

No necesina usted escrib y ir su nombre^r Sus respuestas son conf idenciales . 

Jtichas ^raci 1 - 

Sine* 




1 



ERIC 



Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education ^ 

1. a. Las drogas son un probleMa ei^ la escuela Crockett . 

2* coy aaiy Eacoy da So aacoy Mo aacoy Eacoy auy 

da icuardo acuardo saguro acuardo an daaaeuardo 

. ; ^ , — ; — , — , ; — : L 

b* Las bebidas alcoho licas son un problema en la escuela Crockett , 

Eacoy any Eacoy da Xo aacoy So aacoy da Eacoy auy - 

da acuardo Acuardo saguro acuardo an daaaeuardo 

i ^ ^ t t , ^ _ --„ ■..,, ,_■..-: _ 

2, a; El uso de perros para detectar drogas en la escuelk es una buena idea . 

Eacoy my Is coy da Mo aacoy No aacoy da Eacoy muy 

da acuardo acuardo saguro acuardo an daaaeuardo <•* 



b. El uso de perros para detectar bebidas alcoholicas gg la escuela es una 
buena idea . 

2acoy auy Eacoy da Ho aacoy Ko aacoy da Eacoy ouy 

da acuardo acuardo aaguro acuardo as daaaeuardo 
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FILE ID AS U, 

NAME David Wilkinson 




CARD FILE LAYOUT 



LOCATION. 



date item 



COMMENTS DRUG /ALCOHOL SURVEY - PARENT ± 1981-82 PROGS off CAMPOS (DOC) program 



FIELD 


COLUMNS 


DESCRIPTION 


A 


1 " 3 


Fit E ID' A«U1 
nufc Aon 


i 


A ~6 


Survey No: Ranee »■ 1-A00: 001—100 **• Crock#rt* 101-900 m u flr Hn 9ni_inn » t*«,i 0 






301-400 - Fulmore 


Q 


/ 1U 


Survey Responses (Items la. f lb., 2a, t 2b.) - 1 m Strongly Agree r 






2 - Agree ^ 






3 - Not Sure 






5 ' r ' : : 

A « Disagree 






•5 « Strongly Disagree 


D 




Same as columns A-6 * 


E 


1A ""17 


Same as columns 7-10 




18*80 


Repeat as in columns 4-10. Each minted rard will hn«p - f-hn fil*» ID followed by 11 






7-column records, ' - 












■ - > . 1 






^ " ; : ; . : ■ 






i 


















11 3F : i 










— * 
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Drugs Off Campus . . 
Appendix D 

STUDENT INTERVIEW . " " j 




81.54 



* 



Instrument Description: Student Interview 



fit 



9 

ERLC 



Srlef descristian of the isamaaac : 

Tha interview font consists of tight questions dealing with tha parceptiona of the stu- 
dent about tha experience of being searched. Tha quastiona focua on what happanad 9 
according to tha sctufant, how tha student fait about it, and how tha student would 
order eventa if the same situation occurred again* 



to when was gha laatrsaagt adaiadlsrirtd? 

A sample of Crockett High School and Martin Junior High School students who were 
searched becauae of a dog alert without any contraband being found* 



Sov aaiir gfata vas the, laa 



iz acfrrfrrf icartd? 



Once to each student. In all, 12 high school and 4 junior high school students were 
interviewed . * 

ghya gas ghe Inscrsaant adaialgtarad? 
March 4, 19*2 through April 28, 1982. 



Share, was ghe tzs Li ' ^ mszz ^^^^ sgargd? 

In an office or conference room on the campuses of Martin Junior High School and 
Crockett High School. 



Tfto ar u r < ;r < ncarad che 



The Systemwide^ Evaluation Evaluation Intern and the Systemwide Testing Evaluation 
Assistant. 

Sfcag gra-'^-'^g did gha ad-r* nostra ears have? 

Training and experience in interviewing procedures. 

Sag che Irs cr ' js egg acalalscsrad usdag standardised ccuditlctis ? 

Yes. » 

yere ghera grgblaag vtch ghe irsgr^aeat c? eha a^"**** 1 ncragign. ghat sdahg 
aifacg gjie valid! gr of ghe daca? 

None identified. 



Sfro dcv^losed ghe iragrrsgggg? * 

• . «? 

The Evaluation Intern with input from Research and Evaluation and school staff. 

Snag rsl'-aajlirr and validity daga are avallabla -on ^hs instrr-aes.g ? 
None. 



Are gher^ sots data available far in€ar?ragldg gha rastilgs? 



No. 



56 
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STUDENT INTERVIEW 



Purpose 



The DOC Student Interview provided information pertinent to the following 
decision and evaluation questions: 

Decision Question Dl : Should the Austin Independent School District 
continue to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs 
and alcohol? O 

Evaluation Question Dl-6 : Relative to its benefits, what were 
the direct and indirect costs of the program? 



Procedure 

Review of successive draft interview forms by ORE staff, the Director of 
Secondary Management, the Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Educa- 
tion, and the principals of Crockett and Martin resulted in the final form 
shown in Attachment D-l. Attachment D-2 is a copy of the memorandum sent to 
the principals of Crockett and Martin subsequent to discussions with them about 
the purpose of the Student Interview and the interview procedures to be employed / 
The list of students referred to in the memo is not appended so that individual 
student names can be kept confidential. Attachment D-3 is a copy of the letter 
sent to the parents of the students who were selected to be interviewed* As 
stated in the letter, the interview was voluntary. Parent letters were sent 
before interviews were scheduled to enable parents and children to discuss the 
matter. 

.« 

As stated in the memo to the principals (Attachment D-2), the students selected 
to be interviewed were those who, as a result of a dog alert, were searched — 
personally, or had a car or locker searched--?without anything illegal being 
found. It should be noted that the foregoing is the definition of a "false 
alert." What is meant by "illegal" in this context and how many false alertts 
there were is discussed in Appendix J. ' 

A list of the students meeting the criteria noted above was drawn up in January 
1982 and finalized the following month. A* a result, almost all of the students 
selected to be interviewed were searched during the first semester of the 1981-82 
school year, between October and December, 1981. Information concerning when 
and where Marches were made, what grades students, who were searched were in, 
and what was found, is summarized in Figure/D-1. 
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CROCKETT 



Date of Search Search of 


Student 1 s 


Grade 


Substance Found 


10/6/81 


Purse 


9 




Nothing 


10/6781 


Pockets 


9 




Nothing 


10/.6/81 


Pockets 


9 


\ 


Nothing " .j 


10/6/81 


Pockets 


10 




Nothing 


10/6/81 


Purse 


10 




Prescription medicine 


10/12/81 


Car 


11 




Spilled alcohol 


10/12/81 


- Car 


12 




Nothing 


10/27/81 


Car 


9 




Nothing 


10/27/81 


Car 


11 




Empty beer cans; 










medicatioA 


11/20/81 


Outer clothing 


9 




Scent on borrower coat 


11/20/81 


Car 


11 




Nothing 


11/20/81 


Car 


12 




Nothing 


12/3/81 


Purse 


10 




Medication 


12/2/81 


Locker 


11 




Tennis ball ' 


12/?/81 


Locker 


12 




Freshly fired ceramic 


12/8/81 


Car 


12 




Aroma 


12/17/81 


Outer clothing 


12 




Scent on jacket 


1/19/82 


Locker 


9 


t 


Nothing* • 


^Subsequently discovered that 


the student 


had no 


drugs or alcohol, but 


did have a 


knife and razor blade. 










MARTIN 






Date of Search Search of 


Student's 


Grade 


Substance Found 


11/12/81 


Pockets 


8 




Nothing 


11/12/81 


Pockets 


8 




Nothing 


1/6/82 


Purse 


8 




Nothing 


2/8/82 


Purse 


8 




Nothing 



Figure D-l. STUDENTS SELECTED TO BE INTERVIEWED DUE TO BEING SEARCHED 
BECAUSE OF A DOG ALERT WITHOUT ANYTHING ILLEGAL FOUND. 



Altogether, 22 students (18 hi&h school and 4 junior high school) were selected 
to be interviewed. Of the high school students, two refused to be inter- > 
viewed, two others dropped out from school before the interviews were 
scheduled, one transferred to another schoqlL and one graduated. The 
remaining 12 high school students were interviewed. Nine of the students 
were male, three female. All four, two male and two female, junior high 
school students were interviewed. Interviews- were conducted by the Evalua- 
tion Intern, with assistance from the Systerawide Testing Evaluation Assistant. 
The number of interviews conducted by each individual and the approximate 
length of each interview are presented in Figure D-2 on the next page. 



9 
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D-4 



5a 



.A 



00 
Ui 



SCHOOL 



INTERVIEWER 



NUMBER OF T LENGTH OF INTERVIEWS 
INTERVIEWS (in minutes) 



TOTAL 



Crockett Evaluation Intern 10 

Evaluation Assistant 2 



30 60 15 30 15 20 35 40 40 30 3 hours 15 minutes 

35 75 1 hour 50 minutes 



7 



Martin 



Evaluation Intern 



Evaluation Assistant 



2 

J 

16 



40 20 



15 45 



1 hour 
1 hour 



9 hours 5 minutes 



t • J 
The average interview length at Crockett was 35 minutes. 

The average interview length at Martdn was 30 minutes. 

The average interview length for bothVschools combined was 34 minutes. 



Figure D-2. NUMBER AND APPROXIMATE LENGTH OF DOC STUDENT INTERVIEWS, SPRING 1982. Interview times were 



rounded to the nearest 5 minutes. 
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Results 

Information obtained from the Croclcett ancl Martin students 1 responses 
to the eight interview questions is presented, by question, below. 
Individu^ responses are paraphrased unless otherwise indicated. 

1. What happened on the, day you/your car/your locker were/was searched? * 

Particulars of the students 1 experience^ were too numerous to detail here. 
Some common features of their reports, ahd some details specific to 
individual students, are listed below, it should be noted that one 
> Crockett student who was searched twice made dual responses to each 
question. 

CROCKETT . 

4 

v RESPONSE FREQUENCY 

. Gotten out *of class by an assistant principal who 

came to the classroom in person. 5 

• In a class, which the dogs searched. 4 

• In class and summoned to the office via a call slip 
delivered by a student aide. ,2 

• In class and summoned to the office by an announcement 
over the public address (PA) system requesting that the 
owner of a certain vehicle report to the office (description 

- and license plate identification were given). 2 



Told dog alerted on car/ truck. 4 

Told dog alerted ^flv^* 2 

Asked if would open W Struck.. 3 

Asked if would open «BJer . 2 

Asked if knew why dog alerted. * 3 

Asked by assistant principal if-a^ything in car. t 1 
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Car /truck searched. \ 7 

Locker searched. 2 
Taken from class to vacant room or into hall and searched. ^4 

• Pockets/outer clothing were searched. . 4 

• Purse . was searched . 1 
. Boo^s were searched. 1 
Helped with the search. 1 

Queried during the search. Asked... 5 

• For personal information (name, age, grade) 1 2 
. About family members and drugs or alcohol. 1 2 

• Where the drugs were hidden. _ r 1 

• About prescription medicine found. 1 

Administrators were present during the search. 10 

• Assistant principal (s ) . 8 
. Principal. 1 
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• Principal and assistant principal, 1 

. Some adults (unsure who) were present during the search. 3 

. Father was prefsent during search of car. ^ 1 

. Given apology' by assistant principals (when father present). 1 

<? ■ . 

MARTIN 

RESPONSE FREQUENCY 
. In a class which the dogs searched. 

. Knew when dog alerted* A- 
. Gotten out of class by an assistant principal who came to 

,the class in person. * 2 
. 'Summoned to the office via a call slip delivered by a 

student aide. £ . > 1 

• Brought out of class by the principal. 1 

. Searched in an administrator 1 s office. 4 

. Pockets/outer clothing were searched. * * 
. Parents were called. 

2. What was said to yqrf before you/your car/your locker w ere/was searched 

CROCKETT ~ 

RESPONSE FREQUENCY 

. Told dog alerted on car/ truck. And... 5 

. Asked to open car/ truck. * 3 

. Could they search it? w 1 

. Asked what could be in there. 1 

'.. Asked for name, grade, and if owned car. 1 
. Told to bring books and purse and asked name, age, grade, 

and birthday. ^ 

. Asked to open locker. „ * 

. Asked what could have caused dog to alert. 1 

, Principal asked whether had been smoking r^rijuana. 1 

. Told had been alerjted on. 1 

. Asked if could search outer clothing (jacket, pants, socks). 1 
. Told dog had alerted on locker; nothing to be upset about; 

needed locker to be opened. 1 

<\ 

MARTIN 

RESPONSE FREQUENCY 

. Told had been alerted on. And..* \ 



? 



. Asked to empty pockets. 
. They needed to check. 

. Asked if hadv anything, if had medication^ 
. Told by assistant principal that should not hang around 
with people who smoke. t 
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3. How>5id you feel while you were/it was being searcfrgd ? 

crocket! 



RESPONSE v . t 

. "Scared." 

. Soared at first, later gained confidence. 
. Slightly cpncerned. 
. Not really scared.. 

• Nothing to hide. 

• Pretty good, not really bothered. 
. Really confident. 

. "Kind of insulted." 

• "Embarrassed." 
. "Getting mad." 

MARTIN 



FREQUENCY 
3 



- i 
i 
i 
i 
i 



RESPONSE 



7 



. "Like a convict";' mad because- falsely accused before. 

. Normal, nothing to hide. 

. Not scared, knew nothing on him. 

. Did not feel ^iat good. 

4. flow do you feel about the search now? 

CROCKETT 



FREQUENCY 

1 
1 
1 
1 



If happened 



FREQUENCY 

1 

.1 

.1 
1 



RESPONSE 

"Doesn't bother me." All ip the past, 
again would open truck again. 

"Kind of angry" because it "doesn't justify bringing 
a student out of class" for a futile search. 
Still a little anger, espe^Lally since was treated better 
when a parent was there • v 
Alright, I guess. They have every right to searchV 
"Well, I think they were doing their job and everything, 
but I don't like the dogs comjLng. I'm terrified of them. 11 1 
"Still feel insulted. I told them I didn't have anything 
and they still searched me." 1 
Glad it was over with. 1 
Fine. Students should not bring drugs and beer to schopl. 1 
Do not really care; 'it is over with* 1 
It was fight for school to search. * 1 

"I still don't think it's a very good idea." Searching 
lockers is OK, but not cars. "You bought it, it's yours." 1 
The same as when searched — pretty good, not really bothered. X 
Good in a way, in some ways not. Good in that program is 
protecting students, but program sets the school apart. 1 



9 
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MARTIN 

, RESPONSE . FREQUENCY 

. If there is to be a program* "should show what the drugs 

can do to you." v ^ 

• OK, not too bad, 1 

• In a way good since search proved that did not take drugs, 1 
. Should not have happened. Enough, pressure in school with- 
out a dog being wrong about you, 1 

5. If the same situation came up again, should the school officials dQ 
Anything differently ? 

CROCKETT * j 

RESPONSE FREQUENCY 

. No. Because. •• 8 
. Assistant principal came right 'to the point, did not beat 

around the bush. 1 

Should use the same system for everyone. 1 

. Something could be found the second time. 1 

. Yes. School officials should... - 3 

. Not act as if there was something there when there was 

not. 2 
. Call a student down to the office later, rather than in 

front of other students. . 1 

. Do not know. Probably not. 1 

MARTIN 

° RESPONSE FREQUENCY 

. No. They did not do anything, just searched me. 1 
. Yes. School officials should... ~ 1 

. Not call parents if nothing found. 

0 .Wait until the end of class and send someone besides the 
assistant principal to get you. 
. Student's response did not address the question. 1 
u . Sktudent was silent, no response. _f 1 

6. If the same situation came up again, would you do any- 
thing differently ? ^ ^ 

CROCKETT y/ • 

RESRpNSE $ 9 FREQUENCY 

. No. ■ - 9 

. Butjfl would still be scared. 1 

V ' 64 ■ { 
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• But would consider refusing to open truck, 

• "Because I feel 1 shouldn't have to do anything 
differently. 11 



1 
1 



. Yes. 

• Would not open up vehicle again until the school obtained 

a search warrant • ■ - • 1 

• Would not permit search unless parents decided to allow 

it. 1 



. Would be more aware of the possibility of getting caught 
with drugs or alcohol. 

MARTIN 



RESPONSE 



. No. 

. "I don't thinly so«" 
. "I would just get a 
. Yes. Would not let' 
and approved it. 



angrier than I was. 1 ! 
search until parents notified 



FREQUENCY 



1 
1 
1 



7. How much class did you miss on the day you were searched ? 

The following were the students 1 estimates, expressed in minutes. One 
Crockett 3tudent was searched twice. 

CROCKETT 




RESPONSE 



FREQUENCY 



. 15 minutes. 

• 10 minutes. 

• 5 minutes • 

. 20-25 minutes. 

• 30 minutes. 

• 60 minutes • 

• 2 minutes. 
. 0 minutes. 



4 
2 
2 

1- 

,1 
1 
1 
1 



MARTIN 



RESPONSE 



. 28 minutes (1/2 period). 

• 30 minutes. \ 

• 10 minutes. 
. 75 minutes. 



r 



FREQUENCY 

1 
1 
1 

•1. 
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8. Do you have any other thoughts about what we've talked about that 
you'd like to share with me ? 

CROCKETT 

RESPONSE FREQUENCY 

.No. 2 

• Program is doing a good job in keeping drugs off campus. 
Kids that used to bring a joint ^on campus and smoke it 
during the day no longer do so because they are "afraid 

of getting busted. 11 \ ' % ✓ 1 

• Good to keep drugs out of school but should not use dogs. 
"I can't rely on a dog to prove me guilty. I was assumed 
guilty and proven innocent." Also, wrong to put^^gtudent 

in company of 5 or 6 accusing adults. 1 
. It is just rumor that they have been breaking into cars. 
Also, though people talk about the invasion of their 
privacy, lockers are really the school's property. 1 

• School would be a better place without drugs. However, when 
nothing found should be announced to class, along with an * s 
apology, to head off gossip. 1 

. Having dogs on the campus a good idea. Should come more 
often and check lockers and cars at least two days a week. 
Students should be willing to open their lockers. 1 

• Students should not drink in school but searching cars goes 
"too far." Students sometimes party and beer gets spilled. 
Drugs are illegal and should not be in either school or 

your car. £ 1 

. What would have happened if had not agreed to be inter- 
viewed? 1 

. Students should not bring things on campus against schbgl 
or School Board procedure. If they do, they deserve to 
get caught. "If you don't have nothing to hide, why would 
you care if they search you?" 1 

. Did *not like the whole thing, nor dicl mother. School 

officials acted as if something had to be in the car, even 

if they could not find it. Did not get satisfactory hearing. 1 

. If students cannot come to school and, do what they are 

supposed to, it is a waste of their time and the \eacher's. 1 



MARTIN 



RESPONSE FREQUENCY 



No. 

Should show "more movies about dope so kids can get an 
idea of how it can hurt you." Demonstration alone "won't 
cut it." It just shows you that the dogs can act like they 
can catch you, but they can f t." 

Should riot spend so^much pn dogs. Shduld spend on good 
counselors instead and should start in 6th grade when kids 
begin to learn about drugs. Gi-Jfevthem a good scare by taking 
theny to hospitals, mental wards, and jails. * K 

D-ll • pr 
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Office of Research and Evaluation 

t ' . * * 

1981-82 

. DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC) STUDENT' INTERVIEW 



Interviewer: . ^ Date/Time: 

Student Number: 



Hi, My name is .__ _. I work for the school district in the 

Office of Research" and Evaluation. We are asking some students- how they feel about th 
Drugs Off Campus, or DOC, Program. The interview will take 15-30 minutes, and what we 
talk about. will be confidential. That means that I will not pass on anything you tell 
me to your parents, •your teachers, or the principal. The information you and other* stu 
dents provide will be combined in a report, but no student names will appear in the 
report. Also, this interview has nothing to do with your grades. Okay? Fine, here's 
the first question. ^ 

1. What happened on the day you/your car/your locker were/was searched? 

2« What was said to you before ycu/your car/your locker were/was searched? 

3. How did you feel while you were/it was being searched? 

4. How do you feel about the search now? > 

5. If the same situation came up again, should the school officials do anything 
- differently? . * C 

6. If the same situation came up again, would you do anything differently? 

7. How much class did you miss on the day you were searched? 

8* Do ybxi h^ve any other thoughts about what we T ve talked about that you'd like to 
share with me? * * " 1 

Interviewer : Write the student's responses on separate sheets of paper. Note direct 
quotes. Paraphrase when quotation is not' possible. Use' both the probe 
and clarify techniques and conventions as necessary to obtain* the' fullest 
responses possible. Verify with the student the accuracy of the re- 
sponses you have noted. 

The information f^om this interview is confidential. 
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^jl # 54 r ^ * Attachment D-2 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 



Office of Research and Evaluation 

February 15, 1982 ' . • . • CS 



TO: Forrest Kline, Principal, Crockett 

Fortunato Vera^Pr^Lncipal, Martin 

FROM:. David Wilkinson* Evaluation Intern 

SUBJECT: Drugs Off Campus (DOC) Student Interview 



As we discussed and agreed upon last week, I and another ORE staff member, Phil 
Jones, an Evaluation Assistant, Will be conducting in-school interviews with those 
students who were searched as a result of a dog alert withqut anything illegal . 
I being found. Some or all of these stxidents will be interviewed at Crockett, 

depending on the number of students and on the time available. All o£ these stu- , 
dents will tje interviewed at Martin. 

Attached is a list of the students I have determined to meet the interview criteria. 
I will be contacting your assistant principals to arrange times^ dates, and suitable 
places for the interviews. A copy of the letter .to parents is attached* - 

If ypu have additional questions or concerns about the interview or the information 
reflected hSre, please call me at 458-1227. ■ ' ' + 

Thank you for your assistance and cooperation. , ■ ■> 



DW:Lg 

Attachment 



APPROVED 




Director, Research and Evaluation 

APPROVED; 





Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Educatiop 



*cc: Lawrence Buford 
J. M. Richard 
Frances Bush 
Libron Washington 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 



OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 



To the parents of 

Your child is part of a group of students who have been selected to 
be interviewed at school during the month of 'March, His/her answers 
will help the School District to know some things about how the Drugs 
Off Campus (DOC) Program is affecting students. The interview will be 
conducted by a trained staff member from the District's Office of Research 
and Evaluation and will take from 13-30 minutes. 

Your child may choose whether or not to be interviewed; however, his/her 
answers are important to the District's understanding of this program. 
If you have any questions, please feel free to call your child's prin- 
cipal or David Wilkinson at the Office of Research and Evaluation (458-1227) 

Thank you for your cooperatii^ji. 



Sincerely, 




Freda M, Holley, Ph.D. # 
Director, Office of Research and Evaluation 



FMH:DW:lg 




(5100 GUADALUPE, AUSTIN, T^XAS 78752 5127 458-1227 



Drugs Off Campus 



Instrument Description: Administrator Interview 



Brlaf description of tha imtrttnent: 

The interview font consists of 11 questions dealing with administrators 1 views about 
tha ijsplemeutation of tha DOC Program, tha affacts of tha program, and changes in or 
alternatives to tha program tha* might ba desirable. Six of tha questions are open- 
ended* The remainder have "tag" questions (e.g., "Why?") intended to prevent simple 
yea/no responses. N 



To vhoc waa tha inatrsaang jdgdgjjtgrigl 



Principals and assistant principals at Martin Junior High School and Crockett High 
School. v 

gov aaar tlaaa va* tha lajtrccaeng adainiagarad? 

Once to each principal individually and once to each group of assistant principals. 
In all, seven administrators ware interviewed, 

9hen vas eh« jaaS SSSS ig^ S^gtged? 

All interviews at Martin were conducted on April 26, 1982. At Crockett, assistant 
principals were interviewed on April 26 and the principal on April 29, 1982. 

i 

ghere wa^ i<w~~rmm«* adsiaiaterad? 

In offices on the campuses of Martin Junior High School and Crockett High School. 

who affrrfTf itared tha tastraaaat? 
The Evaluation Intern. 

Scat traiaiag did the adn'rrf atratora have? 

Training and experience in interviewing procedures. 

ga* rhm tzazrvamxiw adaiaiatered uader standardised cogditiona? 
Yes. $ 

^era there ^robiena with the f-»«g yaent or *hm a^*ww 3 tragiog chat flight 
aiiacz che validity of che <^ fci? : 

Hone identified. ^ < *~ 



Vho davalooed ghe inatraaatitt? 

The Evaluation Intern with input from Research and Evaluation staff, 

ghat reliability and validity daga are available og t* g **« trgsaat? 
■ * 

None. 
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ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW. 



Purpose 

The DOC Administrator Interview provided information relevant to the 
following decision and evaluation questions: 

Decision Question Dl : Should the Austin Independent School District 
continue , to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs 
and alcohol? 

i 

^ Evaluation Question Dl-6 : . Relative to its benefits, what were 
the direct and indirect costs of the program? 

Decision Question D2 ^ If the program is continued, should it be 
modifljed or continued as is? 

Evaluation Question D2-1 ; What services did the contractor 
provide? 

Evaluation Question D2-2 : Were the services provided adequate 
to meet the needs of the school? 

Evaluation Question D2-3 : What training and information were 
provided to. school personnel, students, and parents? 

Evaluation Question D~2-4 : What did school personnel, students, 
and parents think about the program? , 



Procedure ^ 

An interview form consisting of 11 questions was developed and, after review 
by the Senior Evaluator and the Director, was sent to administrators at Martin 
Junior and Crockett High School, along with a cover memorandum. Both memo and 
interview form are contained in Attachment E-l. A draft of the interview form 
had been previously sent, along vith some other materials, to the Acting Assis- 
tant Superintendent for Secondary Education (see Attachment G-4), but no sug- 
gestions for revision were made* Appointments were made with all administra- 
tors for April 26, 1982, approximately two weeks after the interview form was 
sent. No Suggestions for modification of the interview form were ^received by 
the Evaluation Intern in that interim. 

The interviews were conducted by the Evaluation Intern in the administrators 1 
offices." Seven administrators, including all of the persons named in the 
memo (Attachment E-l) and an additional assistant principal at each school, 
were interviewed. No counselors were designated by the principals to be 
interviewed. Attachment E-2 details the number of administrators interviewed 
and the approximate length of the interviews. With one exception, at the 
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tfte conclusion of each interview, the Evaluation Intern reread the inter- 
view questions and the responds to them from notes taken during the inter- 
view. Interviewees were asked to check the accuracy and completeness of 
the notes. The exception was the interview of three Crockett assistant 
principals. Because of the length of the interview — approximately two and 
one-quarter hours—the interviewees declined the review offer. 



Results 

The Crockett and Martin administrators T responses to the 11 interview ques- 
tions are presented, by question, below, Responses are paraphrased unless 
otherwise indicated. 

Note: Since two assistant principals at Martin and three at Crockett were 
interviewed as a group, the usual structured situation in which the 
interviewer controls the presentation of stimuli did not occur. 
The response of one of the interviewees could, and did in the inter- 
views, serve as a stimulus to another of the interviewees and influ- 
ence the second's responses. For this reason, the individual re- 
sponses of the assistant principals cannot be rendered separately 
from the context in which they occurred. The responses of the assis- 
tant principals, therefore, will be presented in condensed form. All 
of the salient points of the different interviewees will be listed, 
but individual comments will not be matched to particular persons, 

1, What serv ices did the contractor provide? 

— w~ 

CROCKETT _ / 

Principal: , Dogs, handlers at various times during the year, at various 
hours, 

• Services provided were what were promised, what the company 
said it would furnish. Search teams would go where the school 
wanted them, f 

Assistant ^ * 

Principals: . Dogs to go through classes, parking lots, lockers, 

•* , Lab analysis at the school's request — five times this year, 

• Advice on how to handle situations. 
Actual searching of automobiles. 
Written reports on what was found, * 
Orientations for staff, parents, and students. 




Principal: • Orientations for parents, students, and staff. 

. Dogs. >T • ■ \^ 

. There would be a search whenever there was an alert, whicn 
was not often. 
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?' " 

Assistant 

Principals: . Physically bringing the dogs to orientation meetings, 

• Using the dogs at the orientations to show what they could 
do. Also, to show parents that the dogs were not dangerous 
to the students. 

2. Were the services provided adequate to meet the needs of. the school? 
If not, how were they inadequate? 

CROCKETT 



Principal : 

Assistant 
Principals : 



MARTIN 



Principal J 



Yes, but to be completely adequate would have to have them 
there all the time. Sometimes students slip through the net, 



Yes, "more than adequate." But.,. 

• Some dog handlers worked better with the students than 
others. One handler made tactless comments to students, 
implying that the students had something hidden. 

• They came out more often than they wfere needed. The pro- 
gram could be as effective with less «time in the school. 

. Adjustments were required in the spring so that visits 
would be limited to one-half day per week. - 



"I would imagine." The company provided what it had contracted 
for — no more, no less. 



Assistant , 
Principals: • Adequate. But... 

• The dogs were not as well trained as they might have been. 

. They brought a "puppy" a couple of times and were asked 
not to bring it again. ar 

3.^- What training and information about the program were provided to school 
personnel, students, and parents? 

CROCKETT x % 

Principal: • The contractor conducted orientations" for faculty, students, 
and parents. 

Assistant ^ 

Principals: . There were orientations for staff, students, and parents. 

• Training was an ongoing thing. Handlers would stop and answer 
students 1 questions. 

MARTIN 



Principal: . "Just the orientation." 



Assistant 
Principals : 



. Only the orientation. Procedures were spelled out in the first 
orientation. It was "cut and dried" thereafter. 



81.54 



4, Hov do you think your students are reacting to the program? How are 
parents? Staff? \ : ' * ' ' . - 

.CROCKETT - % 



Principal': 



Assistant 
Principals ; 



Students : "I think fine." No negative "reaction expressed 
personally to him by students. Students are not concealed 
when the dogs come to the classrooms. 

Parents ; Received no negative reaction from parents "since 
I don't know when, 11 There has been a postive reaction from 
many parents, partly in response to the media "roasting" 
Crockett* 

Staff ; A high percentage are in favor of it. There is a 
controversy about how much of a drug problem there. is. Some 
people thinlc one child involved with drugs is d problem, 
others only if a larger number of students are involved. 



Students ; Overall, students are accepting it as well as any 
disciplinary measure. They understand the need for it. 
Parents : A positive reaction from an overwhelming majority. 
There have been some vocal dissenters. One or two parents 
have totally disagreed with the program, ' 
Staff : A strong majority of the staff agree with the use of 
the program, A vocal minority is against t;he program. 



MARTIN 



Principal: 



r 



Students : "Blase 1 now, They T ve gotten used to it," The dog 
goes through the motions. They were apprehensive at first but 
after the second or third time the dogs came, it was "as if 
nobody was going through," 
Parents : Have not heard from parents. 



Responded to one 



parent's letter to the newspaper by also writing. a letter. 
Staff : Staff Are quiet, even though some are against it. 
These go through the motions. They told him that they would 
fight it through neighborhood organizations, would work 
against the program from the outside. 



Assistant 
Principals ; 



Students and patents are very accepting of it. , Some teadhers 
are "uptight," are threatened by dogs being on campus, even 
though the dogs were never .used to investigate teachers. 



5, Do you think «the rights and feelings of students are being given 



adequate consideration by the persons involved with f 
not, what should be done ? 



peing g 



rogram? 
^ 



If 



CROCKETT 



Principal: . "Yes, I think so," 

, Students are amply warned, 
are informed. 



New students <and their parents 
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• Did not know of any infringement. No parents have called him 
personally to complain about the treatment their children have 
had • 



Assistant 
Principals: .Yes, 



In fact, administrators have gone out of the way to have 



MARTIN 



Principal; 



students understand they are not being accused. They try to 

handle the situation so that it is a learning experience for 

them. Try to have the outcome not be that students feel like 

"lesser 11 people. 
•Students are handled very delicately. They are not talked 

down to, bullied, coerced, or embarrassed to cause them to 

admit to something. 
.Crockett .staff would talk to students while a search was going 

on. 

•They also listened. Allowed students to tell their side, even 
to furnish witnesses and anonymous written statements from 
people who would otherwise be implicated. 



"Yeah, as far as I f m concerned."' There have been few searches. 
In them, students 1 rights and feelings have been taken into 
consideration. 



Assistant 

Principals : .Students 1 rights and feelings have been given adequate consid- 
eration, not infringed! upon. Searches were done in a very low- 
key manner. 

6. Do you think the program's activities frelped or hindered important on- 
going educational activities? Why ? 

CROCKETT 

Principal: .Neither helped nor hindered. 

.The dogs were minimally intrusive, entering rooms only where 
they would not be an intrusion, e.g., when students were doing 
seatwork. 

.The dogs were in and out of classes quickly. Recently, they 
tfl&ved through 14 classrooms in five different areas of the 
school in one 55-minute period. 

.The dogs were helpful in stimulating discussion among students. 



Assistant ✓ 

Principals : .The disruption of classes by the dogs has to be weighed against 
^ the benefits of keeping drugs off campus. 

. .The dogs were no more of a hindrance' than other minor disrup- 
tions in ttye school. 
*The activities of the program did not hinder the educational 
' process and did help it. 
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MARTIN 



Principal: • It did not help or hinder. 

• There was a small loss of instructional time and 
deal of administrative time lost. 11 



a great 



Assistant 

Principals: . The dogs disturbed some teachers, whq made a point of not 
doing anything when the dogs were in their classes. 
• The arrival of the dogs brought administrative activities 
to a stop for as long as the dogs were there. 

7. Do you think the activities of the program have reduced the incidence 
of drug-related activities on your campus? Why ? 

CROCKETT * 



Principal: 



Assistant 
Principals : 



Yes. Fewer cases have hit the campus. 

In recent searches, there were indications that marijuana 
had been there (e.g., rolling psflpers, baggies, and pipes), 
but none was found. 

Students have reported that they use marijuana but are not 
so dumb as to bring it on campus. 

Teachers say students say there is not as much because, they 
\^o not want to take chances in getting caught. 

Yes. In the past, large quantities of drugs would be found, 
but not this year. 

The program has cut down on drug-related cases considerably. 
The dogs have made drug-related/activities a lot easier to 
detect. ^ 

The dogs confer much more credibility on suspicions of drug- 
related activity. Their indications are more convincing than 
your own senses. There is more validity, authenticity to 
them because the dogs are trained. 



MARTIN 

Principal: . Not sure. There have not been many alerts. 

• The dogs do not hunt; they do no.tjio^ their job. 

• The few drug-related cases were found by ^school personnel 
^ themselves • •* 

. Maybe "psychologically 11 the program was effective, but not 
possible to pinpoint its effect. 



Assistant 
Principals : 



Reduced, because of the "threat, 11 the "fear" of getting caught 
by the dogs. 

The fear is not as real as it could be because the dogs are 
not as effective as they could be. 
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8. 



•The times of arrival are predictable-^usually the first thing 
in the morning Mondays and Fridays, This is bad because these 
are the worst attendance days and the kids with problems are 
likely not there, jT , * 

•Martin is having an "outstanding" year as far as drugs are con- 
cerned, even with a larger enrollment. This speaks well for t}ie 
program as a deterrent. 

.There are other factors, though. This year's eighth graders 
are more mature. Also, Martin did a good job with integration. 

What things do you think are good about the program, and what things do 
you think are bad? 



CROCKETT 



f 



Principal: .Good: 



.Bad: 



•Fewer drugs on the campus, 

•Less use, less exposure for younger students, 
•Allows the student to resist peer pressure, 
•Fear is a "regulator." 

.It takes administrative time above and beyond what a^join- 
istrators are spending now. 



Assistant 
Principals : .Good: 



/ 



.Bad: 



.The program is foing what it is supposed to do. It is not 
100%. effective, but ^he incidence qf drug-^related activ- 
ities is -significantly lower* 

.The dogs are^an efficient way to detect drugs. The school 

could not do as well earlier, 
^The program assists in keeping drugs away from students 

who do not^se them, 

.It yields information that ought to be shared with parents^ 

.It is noji: necessarily bad that kids get apprehensive; 
it is ~a signal to them to watch themselves, 

•The time needed to work with the program. 

•Innocent individuals feeling guilty, coming under suspi- 
cion. 



MARTIN . 

Principal:; . Good : . Tfie psychological aspect. The kids knew the dogs were 

going to c4?ftie. 
.The dogs were not that accurate. 



.Bad 



Assistant 
Principals: . Good : 



.Bad : 



ERIC > 



,The deterrent factor. 

,The program scares kids, keeps them "off guard," thus 
making trafficking difficult. 

,The time factor, the time wasted away from the office in 
going with the dogs. 

, Administrators seldom knew when the dogs were coming. If 
there was something big going on, it had to be dropped 
when the dogs came. This included parent-teacher confer- 
ences or/other discipline-related cases, like a fight. 
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9, Overall, do you think this is a valuable program which should be re- 
tained next year? Why ? 

CROCKETT 1 * 

Principal: . Yes, How valuable it is no one can say for sure, 

• It should be retained: * 
.. If the District wants to keep drugs off campus, 
• Because the program makes a good PR situation for the schools, 
in that it addresses the public concern about drugs reflected 
in the polls. 

. Because it lets teachers know that there is an attempt to 
deal with the problem. 
* . Since parents have reacted positively to the program. 



Assistant 
Principals: 



Yes. It is valuable and should be retained: 

• If you work on the assumption that drugs have no place on 
a high school campus. 

• Because the less there is, the less 'students are going to 
use it. 

• Because parents have a right to assume that their children 
will be free from drugs in school, where the peer -pressu 
and contact are greatest. 




MARTIN 



Principal: 



Assistant 
Principals: 



No, The program is not worth the Amount of money it costs 
for the amount Osgood it is doingr 

Yes. If the program is removed, the students will "start 
bringing pot .onto the campus again. 
It eases our job. 



10. If the program is retained, what changes, if any, would you like to see 
in it ? ^ 

CROCKETT 



Principal : 



• Better parent involvement. 

• More people exposed to the program as actually practiced. This 
#>uld correct their misconceptions, e.g., that the dogs are 

• German shepherds or dobermans. 



Assistant 
Principals : 



Fewer hours when the dogs are on campus. " v 
Some referral agency or some funds for someone to come to the 
campus to do rehabilitative work with the students. ' It was 
necessary to call on volunteers to fill this need. 
I 
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MARTIN ' . 

Principal: . "Beltter dogs, I guess. 11 The program is 0K. Just better 
quality services are needed. 

Assistant 

Principals:. . Advance warning of the dogs 1 coming would a^low for better 
planning of time. 

11. If the program is not retained, what alternatives do you think th t ere 
might be to- the program ? 

CROCKETT , 

Principal,: • There* is not an alternative which serves the same purpose. 



Assistant 
Principals : 



There is .not another program which keeps drugs off campus. 
There is a need for a counseling service tQ go with the 
program, perhaps a staff person to come to the campus 1/2 
day a week. . 



MARTIN 



Principal: 



Add funds to *CPDE. \ ■ 

Contract with or coordinate with outside agencies that work 
with children to provide services. Some of these agencies 
are PDAP, MHMR, Youth' Advocacy, Deliquency Prevention. 



Assistant 
Principals : 



Contract with people who can put cm a program which would 
involve kids. \ , 



% 
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#54 V ' AUStlN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment E-l 

Office of Research* and Evaluation (Page 1 of 2) 



April 14, 1982 , 



TO: Forrest Kl*ine, Principal, Crockett 

Fortunato Vera, Principal, Martin 

FROM: David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern 

SUBJECT: Administrator Interview 



As part of the Drugs Off Campus (DOC) evaluation, I need to interview you 
and some of your administrative or professional staff. Besides yourself , 
I would like to talk with those persons on your staff who haye had some 
active involvement with the DOC program* At Crockett, these persons would 
include Assistant Principals Frances Bush and Johnny Brown, and at Martin, 
Assistant Principal Libron Washington, If there are other administrative y 
or professional staff — among your counselors, for example — that you feel 
ought to be interviewed because of their involvement with the DOC program, 
please let me know. Due to time considerations I cannot interview everyone 
who would like to express an opinion, but <I do want to talk to thbse persons- 
who .can increase my understanding of the program. . 

I will be calling you soon to make arrangements for the interviews. At 
present, *I am anticipating talking to you Individually, and then your staff 
as a group, sometime during the week of April 26, I estimate that each 
interview will take one hour. The interview questions are enclosed, for your 
and your staff's consideration. Please feel free to make written comments 
for reference during the interview and/or to give these to me to supplement 
your verbal responses. - 

If you have any questions about^Re interview, please call me at 458-1227. 



DW:lg 
Enclosure 



APPROVED : ^r^V^V^ ; c ^7 Tty? 

Director, Re&earch and Evaluation^ 





APPROVED: 

v Acting Assistant Superintendent "for Secondary Education 



cc: Lawrence Buford 
J. M. Richard 
Frances Bush 
Johnny Brown 
Libron Washington 
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81-54 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT 'SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment E-l 

Office of Research and Evaluation (continued, page 2 of 



April, 1982 



. DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC) ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW 



1. What services did the' contractor provide? ^ 

«• 

2. Were the services provided adequate to meet the needs of the school? 
If not, how were they inadequate? 

3. What training and information about the program were provided to school 
personnel, students, and parents? 

4. How do you think your students are reacting to the program? How are 
parents? Staff? * 

5. Do you thinle the lights and feelings o£ students are being given 
adequate consideration by the persons involved with the program? If 
not, what should be done? 

6. Co Won think the program f *s activities helped ^or ^hindered important <• 
ongoing educational-activities? Why? 

7. Do you think the activities of the program hav^ Teduced^the incidence ^ 
of drug-related activities on your campus? Why? 

8. What things do you think are good about the program, and wha£ things . 
do you think are bad? 

9. Overall, do ypxi think this is a valuable program which should- be 
retained next year? Why? 

10. If the program is retained, what changes, if any, would you like to 

see . in i%? * 

11. If the program is not retained, what alternatives da you think there 
might be to the program? * J 



* 



o 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaination 



0 

April 1982 



DOC ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW 



Sghool ° Administrators Interviewed ' . Approximate Length 

Martin* Principal . . ■« 25 minutes* 

Assistant Principals (2) > 1 hour 



Crockett • Principal t . \ 1 hour 

Assistant Principals (3) 2 hours 15 minutes 

Interviews were conducted by the Evaluation Intern on Monday, April 26, 1982 

and Thursday, April 29, 1982. , v 
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'Appendix F 
DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY 
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Instrument Description: Districtvide Teacher Survey (Questions for Teachers) 



Brief deacripcion of che instrument : * ■ 

A computer-generated questionnaire, wich a unique assortment of from 9 co 14 questions 

par teacher from an item pool of 63 items. There vara specific items foaf- soma programs 
and Cha remaining questions vara randomly asaignad. ^ 



* 

To whom vas Cha instrumanc administered? 

All Migrant Program and Rainbow Kit Program teachers, all teachers ac Crockett High 
School and Martin Junior Hirb, and a 50Z random samp la of all other eaachars in cha 
District. Taachars who hadVreviously baan sane a Retention Survey vara excluded 
from cha sample, f 

How xany times vas cha ins crwamyldminis tared ? 
One a, vith ona raminder nocica. 



Whan yas Cha instrumanc administered? 



Initial nailing vas March 2, 1982, vith a reminder sent on March 23, 1982. The 
.closing date for data processing vas April 9, 1982. ^/ 

Where vas cha instrument administered ? 
To che teacher a in their schools. 



Who administered che instrument ? 
Self -adminia tared . 



Whac training did cha administrators have ? 



M/A. 



Was the iastrument administered under standardized condicions ? 
N/A. 

) 

Vara chera problems vith che instrument or Che administration chat sight affacc 
the validity of che data? ' k 



Unknown. 



Who developed che' instrument? 



The Of flea of Research and Evaluation. 

What reliability and validity data are available on che instrument ? 
Hone*' _ 

Are there norm daca available for interpreting che results ? 
Some items are comparable Co icems from previous surveys. 

— = ^ 
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DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY 

J * • 

Purpose 

The purpose for administering the Districtwide Teacher Survey, called 
Questions for -Teachers, is discussed in Appendix H of Fiftafl Technical 
Report: Systemwide Evaluation 1081-82 (Publication Number 81.24). 

Beyond the reasons documented in the report cited above, th£ survey also 
served to provide information relevant to the following decision and eval- 
uation questions: 

^ Decision Question Dl : Should the Austin Independent School District 
continue to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugSx, 
and alcohol? 

Evaluation Question Dl-6 ; Relativfe^to its benefits, what were 

the direct and indirect costs of the program? 
* <* 

Decision Question D2 : If the program is continued, should it ^e 
modified or continued as is? a ' 

Evaluation Question D2-2 : Were tlie services provided adequate to 
meet the needs' of the school? 

Evaluation Question D2-4 : What, did school, personnel, students, 
and parents ^zhink about the program? ^ 



Procedure . , 

Administration procedures for the Districtwide Teacher Survey are described * 
in Appendix H of Final Technical Report: Systemwide Evaluation 1981-82 
(Publication Number 8^.24). It is useful to restate here that 100% of the 
Crockett and Martin teachers, and only those teachfers, received items 60-63, 
which specifically addressed the DOC Program. A copy of these items as the^ 
appeared on the survey* form is Attachment F-l. 

In addition to the four DOC items °which^ Martin and Crockett teachers received 
an item of related interest (#15} was given to 327 elementary and secondary 
teachers, 22' of whom were Crotkett teachers and 10 Martin teachers. Item 15 
is stated, "Students are receiving adequate drug education." As with each of 
the items, teachers were asked td rate their level of agreement using the 
following response scale: 5 = strongly; agree, 4 = agree, 3 = neutral, 
2 = disagree; 1 = strongly disagree, and 0 = don't know. % 

Teachers 1 responses were keypunched by the Southwest Educatioital Development 
Laboratory (SEDL) and the resulting cards used to create a computer file. 
Using this' file, the District Priorities/programmer determined: 

' • S ( ' , 

f-3 . m ° D , - 
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1. The number of teachers answering each item, 

2, The percentage of teachers ' choosing each response category. 
Result^ for items 60-63 and item 15 are presented in the next sefction. 

Results 1 

Figure F-l below shows the number and percentage of teachers responding to 
gach item. Figure F-2 gives the' number and percentage of teachers responding 
in each choice category. Figures F-3 and F«-4, respectively / show the number 
and percentage of Crockett and Martin teachers responding in each choice 
category. 



ITEM NUMBER NUMBER PERCENT 

SAMPLED RESPONDING RESPONDING 



A~Q. The activities of the Drugs 203 159 .78% 

Off Campus (DOC) Program 
hindered important ongoing 
educational activities. 

r 

61. I have received adequate 203 159 78% 
information about the 

D06, Program, 

62. My*s\mdents have reacted ' 203 159 78% 
well tb- the DOC Program. 1 , 

- V 

63. Th^rights and feelings of 203 159 78% 
sjtudents are being given 

adequate consideration by 
those involved in the DOC 
Program. 

15. Students are receiving ' ,327 265 t,81%) 



adequate drug education. 



Note: On items 60-43, respondents are-J.23 Crockett and 36 Martin s teachers. 

On item 15, 265 respondents included 2Z Crockett" and 10 Martin teachers. 

Figure F-l.. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF TEACHERS RESPONDING TO D0C-RELATED ITEMS- ON 
THE DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER > SURVEY, SPRING 1982. * 



9% 



81.54 











RESPONSES 










5 


A 


3 ! 


2 - 


1 


0 




ITEM 


Strongly 








Strongly 


Don't 






Agree 


Agree 


Neutral 


Disagree 


Disagree 


Know 




0 






















m 






* 


60. 


The activities of the Drugs 
Off Campus (DOC) Program 9 . 
















18 


11 


20 1 - 


39 


59 


12 




hindered Important ongoing 


in 




13Z 1 r 


25Z 


37Z 


8Z 




educational activities. 

* 
















1 have received adequate 


42 


63 


15 




15 


5 




information about the 


26Z 


40Z 


9% 


12 Z 


9Z 


3Z 




DOC Program. 














62. 


My students have reacted 


.30 


65 


27 


17 


8 


12 




well to the DOC Program. 


19Z 


41Z 


111 


11% 


5Z 


8Z 


63. 


The. rights and feelings of 












16 




students are being given 


3* 


51 


23 


13 


16 




adequate consideration by 


21Z 


36Z 


15Z 


SX ' 


10Z 


10% 




those involved in the DOC 
















Program. 














'15. 


Students are receiving 


6 


38 


.40 


* 66 


35 


80 


\ 


adequate drug education. 

» 


22 


UZ' 


15X 


25Z 


13% 


30Z 



1 i 



Note: On items 60-63, respondents are 123 Crockett .and 36 Martin teachers. 

On Items 15, 265 respondents included 22 Crockett and 10 Martin teachers. 



Figure F-2. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF TEACHERS RESPONDING TO DOC-RELATED ITEMS 
' ON THE DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY, SPRINjG 1982. 



t. 



Inspection of Figure F-2 reveals the f flowing: 

1. Less than one fifth (18%) of the Crockett and Martin teachers . 
responding to the survey thought that the DOC Program hindered 
"important ongoinjf*educational activites. 11 

2. Approximately two thirds of ttffe Crockett and Martin teachers r 
responding indicated that they had received adequate information 
about the DOC Program. 

3. Sixty percent (60%) of the Crockett and Martin teachers felt 
that their students had reacted well to the DOC Program. 

4. More than half (57%) of the CrocWett and Martin teachers respond- 
ing agreed that the rights and feelings of students jere being 
given adequate consfderatioii by the persons involved in the DOC 
Program. 

5. Only 16% of the teachers responding agreed that students are 
receiving adequate drug education. Over one third (38^) of the 
teachers disagreed and" nearly one third (3X5%) « did not know. 
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Figure F-3. 



NUMBER AND PERCENT OF CROCKETT TEACHERS f 'RESPONDING TO DOC- 
RELATED ITEMS ON^THE DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY, SPRING. 1982. 
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Figure F-4. 



NUMBER AND PERCENT OF MARTIN TEACHERS RESPONDING* TO DOC- 
RELATED ITEMS ON THE DISTRICTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY, SPRING 1982. 
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Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. Due to the 
* rounding procedure (.5 or greater to rotind up), percentages will 
total, from 99-101. . F _ 6 



81.54 
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Inspection of Figures F-i and F-4 reveals that: 

1, More than one quarter (28%) ol: the Martin teachers responding to the 
survey thought that the DOC Program hindered "important ongoing edu- 
cational activities, 11 while less than one sixth (15%) of the Crockett 
teachers thought that. t * ' 

2. Nearly two thirds (63%) of- the Crockett teachers responding agreed that . 
the rights and feelings of students were being given adequate considera- 
tion by the persons involved in the DOC Program, By comparison, 39% 

of the Martin teachers agreed this was the case. 
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THE MINIMUM COMPETENCY REQUIREMENTS IN MATH 
AND READING HAVE IMPROVED GRADUATES* 
PERFORMANCE IN THESE 8ASIC SKILLS AREAS* 


5 


4 
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60. The activities op the drugs off campus idoo 

PROGR AM H INDERED' IMPORTANT ONGOING EDUCATIONAL 
ACTIVITIES. 



61 . I HAVE RECEIVED ACTUATE INFORMATION ABOUT 



jSl THE DOC PROGRAM, 

**» " ^1 

_ 6 2 . MY STU DENTS HAVE REACTED WELL TC THEHCC 

"Z£l PROGRAM. 

63 . ^^£_a^HTS^^F£Bj^INGS OF STUDENTS ARE 



J£Z' 8E~ING given adequate consideration 8Y 

M * THOSE INVOLVED IN THE .DOC PROGRAM. 



20 



COMPARED WITH PREVI OU* YEARS, THE INFQRMAT ION PRO V I CED MS 8 Y THE OFFICE GF 
^V3L RESEARCH AND EVALUATION *THI S YEAR HAS SEEN* 
~5?T 



MUCH LESS LESS ABOUT €QUA LLY MCRE MUCH MCRE 

HELPFUL HELPFUL HELPFUL *LPFUL HELPFUL 

t 2 3 * ?L 



21. HOW MUCH TIME AND ENEHj» DO CONDITIQNS IN YOUR SCHQCL ALLCW YOU TO^ 
tyf DEVOTE TO TEACHING THly YSAR» COMPARED TP LAST YSAR-g 



3*7 



MUCH LESS LESS SAME MCRE MUCH MCkS 
I 2 . 3 + 5 



22. ON A SCALE OF I - 5, HOW WOULD YOU RATE THE CURRENT PR QF^SS IQNAL PERSONNEL 
:i-W EVALUATION SXfTEM? , . 1 1— 



2*13 



V £ RY ■* GENERALLY VERY 
INADEQUATE INADEQUATE ADEQUATE ADEQUATE AOECUAT= 



23 - HAS THE ESAA STAFF SUPPORT TEAM PROVIDED SERVI CES IN TH E AR<£A OF STkESS 
137 MANAGEMENT AND HUMAN RELATIONS TRAINING TO YOUR SHCCOl? 



*30 



YES NC 



i i ? 1 — ■ — ■ ■ --- ~ - 

24. HAS THE ESAA STAFF SUPPORT TEAM PROVIDED SERVICES IN THE AREA OF STRESS 
XS2 MANAGEMENT AND HUMAN RELATIONS TRAINING TO YCU AS AN INDIVIDUAL? 



3/7 



YES * NO 



-ffl IP YCU HAVE PARTICIPATED IN DE SEGREGATION -RELATED INSEKVICS PROGRAMS, 

PLEASE LIST ANY GOOD FEATURES YOU THINK ARE WQkTH PRESENTING FOR OTHER 
-*Tn TEACHER Ss . ; . 



. 26^ ARE YOU NOW DOING DIFFERENT THINGS IN INSTRUCTION THAN YCU DID LAST 

> 331 . YEAR (THE FIRST YEAR OF DESEGREGATION J ? 

4 YE S» VERY MANY YES* SOME YES.VE»y FEd NC EXAMPLES! _ 
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Instrument Inscription; Supplemental Questions for Teachers 



3rlai description af e±* *^«trsaang; • , 

^The instrument consists of three open-ended questions dealing with teachers 1 views about 
Che effecciveness of che DOC Program, ics screngchs and weaknesses, and alcernacives Co 
che program. The quescions are adapted from che AdminisCracor Incerview (see page E-2) 



To when vaj sh« <-n* i~~uaz adalaiatargd? 
Teachers at Herein Junior Hi^x School. 



gqy aagv tlaen vn en« ^«gya:sag admlslatarid 



Once. 



Shea ga« g*ta ^Tacruasgig a^-t-r* starsd? 



The questionnaire was sent to Martin through the school mail on April 27, 1982. 
Teachers were directed to return it by May 5. All questionnaires received were 
returned by May 7, 1982. ' 

«hmr« yes the, iaagygggg icalalatar^d? > 
In a location of the teacher's choice. 

«ho afelalscaryi ghe is3gr».=u&ag? 
Self -administered. 

'■ Tfaac era^aiag did «gracara ha^e? 

Hone. / 



«aj che Irarrsigaag adalalscared uader - standardised ca?:di rices? 



No. 

• frers ghers grgblj 



rsaesg ar che acslzljcracian chgg 



.ant 



ax fact she TaOlcirr or che data ? 

Since response to the quest ionnaria was elective and the time allotlird relatively 
teachers who did not feel strongly one way or the other about the program may not 
completed it. Only extreme opinions may be reflected. 



brW , 
have 



* «ha depilated che IrscT'.tsggg ? 
"The Evaluation Intern. 



feas rgJJLaaUJLrr aed -rzlUiTr iaca ardl available sn :ha 1-3- 



None 



1 

B Ajfa :hgr^ gars data available fcr i-tar-srsctng ch* rastilcs? 



No. 



9 k 
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SUPPLEMENTAL TEACHER QUESTIONS 



Purpose 

The purpose of asking teachers to respond to supplemental questions about the 
DOC Program is expressed in a memorandum to the principal of Martin (Attach- 
ment G-l) and in a one- third page cover memo (Attachment G-2) which accompanied 
the questionnaire ^(Attachment G-3). 

^ \ 

Data from the questionnaire provided information relevant to these decision 
and evaluation questions: - 

Decision Question Dl : Should the Austin Independent Schctol District 
icontinue to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs and 
alcohol? ■ 1 *\ 

Evaluation Question Dl-2 : Did the availability and use of illegal 
drugs and alcohol on campus change as a result of the program? 

Evaluation Question Dl-6 : Relative to its benefits, what were the 
direct and indirect costs of the program? 

i 

Decision Quea^QfrQ D2 : If the program is continued, should it be modified 
or continued as is^. ' 0 

Evaluation Qu^stVoft D2-4 : What did school personnel, students, and 
parents think abdut the program? ^ 



Procedure 

In March 1982, the Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education 
broached the possibility of interviewing a random aample of teachers about the 
DOC Program, The purpose of this proposed teacher interview was to get morfe 
in-depth information from teachers. Since a teacher interview had not been 
included in the original evaluation design, a concern for limited evaluation 
resources prompted the memo and enclosures contained in Attachment G-4. After 
further communication, , it w^s finally decided to provide teachers at Martin, 
who had expressed the ^ed, with an additional opportunity for* comment in the 
form of a questionnaire} Attachments G-l through G-3 detail the agreement and 
the administration procedures. 

Although the time allotted for responding to the questionnaire was relatively 
short, 23 Martin teachers, 43% of the 53 teachers tallied in the 1981 Elementary- 
Secondary Staff Information Report, returned the questionnaire. Although the' 
data collection was directed at teachers* one Martin counselor also returned 
the questionnaire. The comments of the 24 respondents were compiled by the 
Evaluation Intern and grouped according to their content. Results are discussed 
in the next section. . . 
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^ a ** Results 

The Martin teachers %A and cbunselor ,N s responses to the three questionnaire 
items ^re presented, by question, below^ * v 

1. Do you think the activities of the program have reduced the incideyice 
of drug-related activities on your campus,? Why? 
e. . 
Of the 23 Martin teachers responding to the questionnaire, nine teachers 
answered "yes" to this question, eight answered "no," and six others gave 
a qualified response/ The counselor also ^ave a qualified ^response. Figure 
G-l below presents in condensed form the 24 responses and the *re&ons given 
for them. 



YES 



FREQUENCY 



Students know if they are J'holding," will get caught; 
that "dopers" get nervous evidence that dogs seen 
as effective by students, hence a deterrent. 
"Fear ," ^ 
Awareness of the dogs on campus. 
Risk of getting caught in school*. 

Students are not bringing drugs/alcohol to school as often. 
No reason given. 



1 
1 
*L 

1 
' 2 
3 
9 



NO ■ . • * * * FREQUENCY 

. Few incidents before program, few later. No substantial 
♦ evidence that program has succeeded since no real needs 

assessment made. | 
./Drugs not as big a problem in junior high as ig. high school. 
. Students interested in drugs will , find a way to use them. 
. Same number of students still ~users. fl 
. Students who use drugs were not caught with thej|^ 



1 
1 
1 
2 
3 
8 



1 



OTHER \ * 

. Not sure since was not at sctfboi th£ year before. 

. Not sure reduction due to dogs. 

• Cannot make valid statement on question. 

. Probably. Kids mojre wary about what tjiey bring to school. 
No idea. 

. May be partially due to DOC. | 

. Doubts it. (counselor) t 



Figure G-l. 



/ 



FREQUENCY 
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RESPONSES BY MARTIN TEACHERS AND A COUNSELOR ABOUT WHETHER DOC 
REDUCED THE INCIDENCE OF DRUG-RELATED ACTIVITIES ON CAMPUS. • 
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Additiot\jpil comments made by Martin teachers and a counselor to i/tem 1 are • 
represented in Figure G-2. , 

POSITIVE COMMENT ' ^ ■ FREQUENCY 

. "I have known of only 2 incidents- this year. 11 - 1 

• Fewer «^f*dents are being referred for possession of marijuana 

y or are "high 11 on marijuana. v 1 

. No drugg were found at Martin, 1 

NEGATIVE COMMENT ' FREQUENCY . 

* jr 

v • The program does not address the issue of helping students 
not to use drugs, "It simply teaches them not to trust the 
school system and those associated with it. 11 1 

. It is doubtful whether ^students who do drugs and 1 weren't ^ 
caught were never holding, ; 1" 

, "What activities? The dogs came + interrupted class." ' ,1 

. The same amount of drug graffiti is %eing displayed on book 

covers, walls, and desks. i -i 

. In spite of the program, students* y^ll continue to be f as^ < 
cinated ~with contraband items^, and will "rebel in the usual 

manner." * s 

. I am not convinced that studies have cut -down on drug use. 1 
. The dogs generally came during 1st and 2nd or 5th and 6th 

periods. , 1 
. Students are... * 

. probably getting high elsewhere. ^ ^ - 1 

. getting high ^at lunch. „ 1 

cutting school to get high. % - 1 

. taking drugs/alcohol off campus; (counselor) 8 2 

. getting high before school, (counselor) 4 y 

Figure G-2. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS BY MARTIN STAFF ABO&T THE EFFICACY OF THE y 
DOC PROGRAM IN REDUCING DRUG-RELATED ACTIVITIES ON CAMPUS . 

2. What things do you think are good about the program, and what things dp 
you think are bad ? x v 

r 

S > ' 4 

Figure G-3 below summarizes the responses of the 23 Martin teacher^ and coun 
s4lor. to this question. 

t GOQP - ' FREQUENCY^ 

. Private locker sniffing is tolerable. § . " . 1 

. Few drugs were found. v \ \ 1' * 

. "Anything that stops drugs is* worthwhile. " m 1 

. ?he threat of being caught. * 

; . Respect for authority figures; ibckting drug kids. - 

. The random search. • r /^N 



XFfgure' G-3 continued on next page) 
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The program helped to keep drugs/alcohdl off campus: 

• Getting drugs off campus, if this happened, 

. It works; dogs have forced the drugs off campus to a 
great extent • ^* - % ' 

• "Reduces student drug abuse on campus. Students think 
twice before getting caught using drugs at school •"> 

• Prevents drugs/alcohol on campus to a certain extent. 

• "Drugs have been kept away from the school grounds and 
controlled • " 

• "Students are careful about bringing marijuana on campus," 

• Children who deal in drugs more cartful about keeping most 
of them off campus, 

Thesfe' were no good things about the program: 

, "r don't have a single good thing to say abgut the program, 

, There were no positive aspects to the program, 

. "I have witnessed no benefits of this programl!" 

. Nothing was good, (counselor) 

Not addressed by the teacher, ' * 



(7)* 
1 

1 ' 
1 



1 
1 



(5) 
1 
1 
1 
2 

_6 

24 



BAD 



FREQUENCY 



Classroom student sniffing not tolerable; reminiscent 
of police state activity where individuals' are subject 
to violation of rights and are unable to resist such 
"subjugation." 

The program breaks dqwn trust. 

The program "fosters fear and deceit," causing users to 
move "underground" and away from where they could receive 
help; it does not educate students. "... 
Teacher's equilibrium disturbed by "feeling of anger at 
watching students being sniffed. 

The program does not get to the root of the problem and is 
an invasion of privacy. 

Rumors about innocent students having drugs due to a dog's 
reaction at students* lockers. 
Having, dogs -come into classrooms. 

Negative attitude of some teachers, which influenced students. 
All the teachers complaining; dogs need a bath. 



Nothing is bad about the program. 



Not addressed by the teacher, (counselor) 
The dogs were a disruption: N - 

."There is no way to continue teaching over the, constant 
'soo-soo.* The dogs bark in the- halls, step all over stu- 
dents' personal belongings, and one dog smells so bad that - 
the odor lingers long after the dog has left the classroom." 

.Class disruption, though small, was disruption; violation of 
rights. ' \ 



1 
1 



1 
1 
1 
1 

2 

3 

(10) 



(Figure G-3 continued on next page) 
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. The dogs disturb classes. 1 

• There is an interruption of class and instruction of up to 

30 minutes each time the dogs appear or are heard in the ' 
hallways. The dogs always smell in need of baths. They 
drool on lunches and in girls 1 purses. They cause extreme 
embarrassment to "good" kids by stopping by them. and ref- 
using to move until yanked away by a handler. The dogs have 
"attacked 11 bologna sai\dwiches and rabbit fur coats. They » % 

have even used the hallway as a bathroom. 1 

. Bringing dogs into the classroom is disruptive to some / t 
extent, due to some teachers 1 negative reactions and to * / 

students 1 natural curiosity. , i ,1 

. Disruption in the classroom, possible invasion of students 1 . 
lights. * N " 1 

. Dogs were disruptive in some respects; were interested in 
other things besides drugs, e.g., bologna sandwiches and 
caj^dy. 1 

• Time consuming; classes disrupted. - 1 
. Unannounced class interruptions. 1 
. Repeated interruption of classes where no drugs- were found. ' 1 

v * 24 » 

& ' ■ 

*Numbers in parentheses are category subtotals. , 

Figure G-3. RESPONSES BY MARTIN TEACHERS AND A COUNSELOR ABOUT WHAT THINGS 

WERE GOOD AND BAD ABOUT THE DOC PROGRAM. 
♦ 

Additional comments made by Martin teachers and a Martin counselor wh^ch 
were not directly related to item 2 are rendered in abbreviated form in 
Figure G-4. 

COMMENT * FREQUENCY 

•Even if the program accomplished a desirable end, the end 

does not justify the m£ans. (counselor) 1 

. The activities of the dogs have caused many rumors which 

emotionally upset some students. ' 1 /, 

. If the object of public education is to enable students to / 
learh to think for themselves, they must be given the facts 
and an opportunity to practice decision-making skills. This 
is especially true since more students are having to rely on, 
their own sense of responsibility due to the rise of single- • 
parent^and dual-career families. 1 

. The kids thought the dogs were a "joke, 11 a treat that kept 

them from working. 1 

. After the first scare, nobody believed the dogs were capable 
of doing what was claimed. 1 

. The program has taught the students that they are all consid- 
ered guilty until they are declared innocent. .1 
The dog program should involve lockers, cars, etc., but not * 
classrooms due- to so much opposition by certain individuals. 1 



^Figure G-4 continued on next page) 
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• Some students are genuinely scaled of dogs, « l v 
; I am neutral on, the issue -and have always been, 1 

• It is not a good idea to* ftave dogs come into classrootns, 

\ We need to come up with another program,- ' 1 

) . More individualized de?tectiorf techniques are preferably to 

interrupting class, s\ - ■ \ 1. 

Figure G-4. ADDITIONAL. COljMESTS BY MARTIN STAFF ABOUT WHAT WAS GOOD AND BAD 
ABOUT THE DOC PROGRAM. : 

3. What do you tfiink mi^ht be an alte,rnative to this program ? 

The suggestions made by ^he Martin teachers and counselor are pres^irteti in 
condensed form in Figure fG-5. 



' SUGGESTION 



FREQUENCY 



Treat the causes '(?Lp^ self -concept , lack of self-estfeem) 
rather than the. symptoms through self-concept programs", peer 
counseling programs like tho.se at Porter, Crockett; Btqpet 
and "Lanier, and In-jdepth counseling for recognized users 
and their families; (counselor) * 

A staff development; workshop on recognizing students : involved 
withdrugs and what apt ion to take. " 

Develop a compighensive program u^ing teachers, counselors, 
parents and the -Austin Police Department to educate users as 
*o the dangers lirivolved and the benefits of "staying straight," 
^?und a prograp ff or drug counseling for students, / 
Educate students to make their own decisions. 

Have more monitors patrol bathrooms and other areas where 

students migjtit be engaged in illegal drug activity before 
school, during lunph, and after school. 
Educate stu£%jtts on the bad effects of drugs, possibly \ 
through sciWce classes. 

A counselling program; guest speakers who would speak against 
°4rugs, from%5cperience. 

Additional monitors for schools with more, serious drug prob- 
lems; counseling and programs to reach suspected or -confirmed 
drug users. 

A drug abuse education audio-visual aid program with drug 
abuse professional speakers to follow up. 
More drug* education for 'teachers and students;, decision- 
making education. , 

Drug abuse programs in the primary grades sfe a deterrent to 
later^usage. ' ^ 



. Keep the? present program. 



Modify. 1 the present program: 

Restrict the use of dogs to locker searches, but do not 
announce that fact. Scan rooms on a random tasis and then 
onl# with a teacher's approval. 

. Unscheduled locker checks and searches of suspects. , 



(4)' 
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r More secrecy in handling a suspected student. % 
. Employ more real-world investigative techniques besides dogs, 

including locker inspection arid inviting police to search' 

3 student. 



1 



Not knowledgeable enough about the entire program to^udge. 1 
Can T t think of alternative which would satisfy,. everyone 

involved. < ; v 1 

Do not know, / , _JL 



* Category subtotal. ^. 

■ * $M 

figure g-5 . suggestions made by martin ' teachers and a counselor as m 
* Alternatives to the/ doc program. * 1$; 



^ • ■ 
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. AUSTIN • INDEPENDENT* SCHOt)L DISTRta 

, V ' INTER OFFICE MEMO 



Attachment' G-l 
Y " * 



'To:' Fortunato Vera, principal, JJartim ^ Dau: April 27, 193$' 

From: David .WilldJisori^Evaluation Intern • . ; • * «. . • 

Subject: Supplemental Questions for Teacher* About DOC 

m • • ■• .:. • . * • . ' 

Aa discussed and/ agreed lipon ^estetylayy In order to give\tbose ■ 
teacher? who feel the need, to provide more^ input to ;th£ 'e^aluatio^ the 
^opportunity to do, so, I 'am sending' -you a supplemental - survey containing 



the three open-ended que^tVons you indicated to me* were appropriate. 
: " " ^ » : r — —7 ^ — 



There are Efficient copies for all [of your teachers; • 

— ' 1 — — : ~ — 1 r — t — ; " 

$ Please' note that this separate survey is t'he alternative we ajgreed qn if 

— " — ~~ ~" — : — : ~ ; 1 ■ . 

wasggot possible to incorporate the three quest lqns with those Martin 



tej^hers we^e alreaky receiving on tjk d^strictwide Teacher Survey, 



Since this data kollectiot^ has*- already been completed, separate 



survey is necessary. 



4-* 



Plegse distribute , tiie survey to yffar teachers. Directions and mailing 



instructions are already attached. 



Call me at 453-1227 if you- have any questions -about this supplemental 
survey.. ■ , ', 



APPROVED •■^-?hi t > ^z/r^^- 

untx 




Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education 



J 



G-10 



J. ox 



81.54 A ■ ' * ' ». ' At£3chment G-2 



AUSTIN v INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT . 
/ Office o£ Rasefar'ch and Evaluation 

\ • Apijfl 27, 1982 

TO: Martin Taachars 

4 % FROMi David Wilkinson" Evaluation Intarn 

rSUBJECT: Supplemental Queetions About DOC J 



\ 



) 
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Thasa quaationa are being givan to you so that you can hava/the opportunity to make 
mora in-depth comments about the DOC Program, if ?ou dasira. 

Since tin is a factor in processing this information, please return your comments 
to ma no later than Wednesday. May 5 » ^ J 

Thank you. ■ \ • " " 



DW:bw , * 

AUSTIN. INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT * 
Office of' Research and Evaluation 

April 27, 1982 : _ 

TO: Martin Teachers . 

\pOM: David Wilkinson, Evaluation Intern 

SUBJECT: Supplemental Questions About DOC 

^ These questions are being gi^en to you so that you can have the opportunity to make- 

Jmore in-depth comments about the DOC Program, if you desire. ■ 

Since time'laV factor in processing this information,' pl*ase, return your comments^ 
to me no later than Wednesday » May 5 . \ 

■ , 
Thank .you. - 

DW:bw , . Q • , . o 

^ AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 
,J . April 27, 1982 ^ 



( 



TO: 'Marcin Teachers ^ * 

FHfcM: • " David Wilkinson, Evaluacion Intern v * 

SUBJECT: Supplemental Questions About DOC. 

These questions are being given to.. yd* s f that you can have the opportunity to make 
more dn-depch comments about che DOC Program, if you desire. 

Si'ce time is a factor in processing this information, please return your comments 
co me 'no later -than Wednesday. May 5. 



Thank you. 
DW:bw 
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• Attachment G~3 
, (Page'l. of 2) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 

April 27 i 1932 



DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC) PROGRAM 
Supplemental Questions' for Teachers^ 



Do you think th« activities of 'Wie program nave raduoad tha incidence 
of drug-related activities on your calipua? Why? ° 

I* ■ • - • " 



What things do you think are good about the program, and what things 
<fb you think are bad? . 4 



What do you think might be an alternative to this program? 



1 



■ ■ < \ r 

Continue on the back if more £p&ce is required. 
TURN OVER FOR MAILING INSTRUCTIONS. 



G-12. 



103 



• r 

FOLD HERE 



Please return through the school mail to: 

ORE/DaVid Wilkinson? 

Administration Bldg. t 

Box 79 ■ . ' „ 

. na later than Wednesday .UMay 5. Thank you 
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* 8;L * 54 AUStflti INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment G-4 

Office of Research and Evaluation Pa S e 1 of 9 

March 8, 1982 * — , 

• ■* * 

/ 

• TO: David Hill 

' FROM: David Wilkinson , ' V^. ' ' 

SUBJECT: Questions. Being Asked About DOC 



As you requested, enclosed ^is a "copy of the four questions being asked of 
all Crockett and Martin teachers, not just a sample. ; * 

In order to gi^se you a better ide^.of the scope of the data collection devoted 
just to opinion data, I 'am also enclosing coDies of the following: * 

* ' . , ' V 

, 'Staff Drug/ Alcohol Survey — given 4 ta all Crockett and Martin school 
personnel last September and scheduled again for April; 

. Student Drug/Alcohol Survey given to all Qrockett and Maift in* students 
last Sep-tember and scheduled again -for Aprils 

. Parent Survey — given to a Sample of parents at b9th Crockett and Margin; 

. Student Interview — conduct eckwith selected students at Crockett and ** 
Martin; ~ ■* * 

. Administrator Interview — to.be conducted with Crockett and ^rtin 
.principals, assistant principals, and other appropriate administrators. 

\ ' ■ - 

In view of the above data collection, I cannot agree with the apparent teacher 

perception you mentioned that the program is being evaluated superf icially. 

It would seem that teachers are not aware of the extent of the data collection. 

However, if there are areas which you or the Crockett and Martin' principals 
feel have not b<^£ fully addressed,! woqld be grateful for -that information* 
Perhaps .then we might be able to discuss means by which additional informa- 
tion might be gathered within the present evaluation design. One possibility 
l*s expanding the administrator interview. Another is to add questions to 
the April staff post-assessment. . * N 

Please let me know* the results of your discussions with the Crockett and 
Martin* principals. 

Enclosures _' * i % 

APPROVED : 

Director, -Research and 'Evaluati6n „ ' . 
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Attachment G-4 
(continued, page 1! of 9) 



Sample 



AUSTIN .INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Officii of Research and Evaluation 

QUESTIONS ON DISTR1CTWIDE TEACHER SURVEY 




Items 



Evaluation 

Questions 

Referenced 



All teachers 
at Martin* 
and Crockett 



DonJ t 
Know 

3 ■ 



Disagree 

-2 



Strongly 
Disagree 
1 



D2-4 



J.. The activities of the Drugs Off Campus (DOC) > v 
program hindered important ongoing educational 
activities, ' 



2. I havfe received sufficl 
th^DOC program. 



information about. 



3. My students have reacted well to the DOC program. 

4. I think the rights^and feeliiig's of students are 
being given adequate consideration by the persons 
involved with the DOC program. • ' 



* 




EMC. 
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Attachment G-4 % . 
^continued., page 3 of 9) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL' DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



v DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY'. 

School: 

Check, if you are : f 

( ) Principal/Assistant Principal/Dean/Head Teacher 
( ) Teacher/Counselor/Librarian 



1/ 



( ) Building Manager/Registrar/Assistant Registrar/ Secretary /.Clej|k/ Bookkeeper/ 
Teacher Aide/Study Hall Monitor/ISS Moni'Sor • f " 

£ ) Head Custodian/ f Cusitodian/Production Assistanfc/Hall Monitor/ froduction 

Apprentice/Building Operator/Manager/Manager Traipee/Cobk Manager/Production 
Specialist /Horticulturist ' +' ■ :j; 

- - ■ ,1 , • 

( ) Other staff Please specify: _ 



Strongly 



Not 



Strongly 



Agree Agree Sure Disagree Disagree 



1. 



a. Drugs are a, problem on this, campus, 1 



b. Alcohol is a pro. 



» 2 i a. Drugs are.availa 
whenever student 




* b. Alcohol is availably on this campus 
whenever students Want it. 

V 



, a. Student^ often use drugs on 
• campus* ( \ 

b. Students often drink alcohol on 
■/campus. r «< 
i 

^ 4i a. Using dogs ,to detect drugs o#* 
campus is a good idea. 



b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on. 
1 campus is a good idea. 



2 
2; 



3 
3 

3 

,3 



\ 4 

- 4 



. 5< 
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:{cqjit±vv^ 9i page 4 -of 9) 



.AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SGHOOk DISTRICT 
.Office of Research gad Evaluation 

t '* tall, 1981 

j* Spring, 1982 ^ 

y * ' * 

x/ ' DRUG/ALCOHOL SURVEY 



Directions: \ • " * ' ■* 

< • • ^ .« > 

There is a ne$ program in AISD this year. At two, schools, 'trained dogs. will 
be used to detect illegal drugs v an& alcohol. In evaluating -this program, we 
are interested in your attitudes abottt drugs on campus, 

- / • > • :• ' ■ 

Please complete this survey, by placing a check next to your position afid by . 
rjspondin^to the statements which follAtt. r z ' • ?' 

All i^espQ^ses are confidential . 

Please return through the school mail Tor 



ORE/ David Wilkinson 
Administration Building 
Box 79 



Thank you for your help. 




' ft* 



PLEASE TURN THIS SHEET OVER, 



4 



) 



Printed September 198JL" 
O Reprinted 'March "1982 ' 
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81.54* Attachment G-4 

PTTT TT^TI?1VTHP AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT ( cont ^ nued > P a 8 e 5 of 9) 
J[ JL^EL 1 X Office of Research and Evaluation 

~ r drug/alcohol survey 

Your grade: 0 c 
1 # a. Drugs are a problem on this campus . 

Strongly Agree Agree • Not Sure Disagree f Strongly Disagree 

>. . • J 

b. Alcohol is a problem on this campus , 

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 

^ . 

2# a » Drugs are available on this campus whenever students want them . 

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 



b. Alcohol is available on this campus whenever students want it . 

Strongly Agree Agree Mot Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 



\ 

3, a, : Students often use drugs, on campus. 

Strongly 'Agree Agree Mot Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 



b. Students often drink alcohol on campus. 

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 



if, a. Using dogs to detect drugs on campus is a good idea . 

Strongly Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 



b. Using dogs to detect alcohol on campus is a good idea . 
Strongly Agree Agree . Not Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 



Printed September 1981 
Reprinted March 1982 
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'81.54 VERSION EN ESPAStOL AL OTRO LADO 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment G-4 
+ . au»tin, Texas (continued, page 6 of 

January 1982 



Dear Parent: « 

There is a new program in AISD this- year. At two schools ^ trained dogs are 
being used to detect illegal drugs and alcohol. 

You are one 'of the parents in a randomly selected group who is receiving this 
survey.. Please take ajrtinute now to help. Your opinion is important to us- 
as we decide whether or not_to continue this program. 

Please complete the survey by responding to the statements which follow. Under 
each underlined statement y circle the word or* words- which best express how you 
feel about ^that statement. 

You do not need to write your name. Your responses are confidential. ^ • . 

■ -i ■ ^ 

Thank you. ' * 



Stncereofa ^ J\ ^ 



/ 

Aczirig Assistant Superintendent far Secondary Education 
*************************************************** 

\ 

1,-a. Drugs are a problem at Crockett High School , 

Strongly Agree Agree Hoc Sure Disagree Strongly Disagree 



b. ^Alcohol ±'s a problem at Crockett High School. 

Strongly Agra* Agra* Not Sure - Disagree Strongly Disagree 



2, t a« Using dogs to detect drugs on campus is a good idea . 

Sorongly Agra* Agree Hoc Sure Disagree Scrongly Dla l^ia^ ^ 

b. Usinfe dogs to detect alcohol on campus is a good idea . 

Strongly Agree Agree Hoc Sure Disagree Scrongly Disagree * 
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. ENGLISH VERSION ON THE OTHER SIDE 

81.54 

Austin Independent School District 

austin, texas Attachment G-4 

^ r* Enero 1982 (continued, page' 7 of 9) 



Estimado Padre d^ Familia: . * 

Este ano hay un programa nuevo en el Distrito Escolar de Austin. En dos escuelas 
se estan usando perros^entrenados para detectar drogas ilegales y bebidas alcoho- 
licas. - ' ' 

I s • . ' . 

Usted ha sido ^eleccionado a traves de un sorter para recibir este cuestionario. 
Queremos tomar en cuenta su opinion al decidir si continuamos este programa o no,. 
Por fawr tome unos minutos para ayudarnos, 

Llen& este cuestionario, encerrando en un circulo las palabras que meior expresan 
lo que usted sienteFsobre cada una de las oraciones subrayadas. 

No necesita usted escribir su nombre. Sus respuestas son conf idenciales . 

Muchas graciae. 

Sinceraijtente, ^ ^ ' . 




W, David Kill ' 
Acting Assistant Superintendent for Secondary Education 



*********************************************** 



T 



l.a. Las drogas son un problema en La escuela Crockett « 

Eseoy cuy . Eaco'/ de Mo eseoy Xo eseoy de Escoy auy 

da acuerdo acuerdo seiniro * aauerdo ' en desacuardo 



b. Las bebidas alcoholicas son un problema en la escuela Crockett « 

Escoy naxy Escoy dt Mo escoy So escoy de Escoy auy 

de acuerdo Acuerdo saguro acuerdo en desacuardo 



S . . ■ ■ 

2 f a. El uso de petros para detectar drogas en la escuela es una buena idea t 

Escoy auy Escoy de No escoy No escoy de Escoy muy 

de acuerdo acuerdo 3eguro acuerdo an desacuardo 



b. El uso de perros para detectar bebidas alcoholicas en la escuela^ es una 
buena idea * 

Escoy auy Escoy de No eacoy No escoy de Escoy ouy* - 

de acuerdo aCuerdo seguro acuerdo en desacuardo 



o 
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81 * 5 * .* AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment G-4 

Office of Research and Evaluation (continued, page 8 of 9) 

# 

' 1981-82 
DRUGS OFF CAMPUS (DOC) STUDENT INTERVIEW 



Interviewer: — . Date/Time: ■ y . ■■ 

Student Number: ; ( ' 

Hi. My name is . . I work for the school district^ in the 

Office of Research and Evaluation. We are asking some students how they feeti about the 
Drugs Off Campus or DOC, Program. The interview will take 15-30 minutes, jand what we 
talk about will be confidential. That means that I will not pass on anything you tell 
me to your parents, your teachers, or the principal. The information you and other stu- 
dents provide will be combined in a report, but no student names will appear in the 
report. Also, this interview has nothing to do with your grades. dkaM . 'Fine, here's 
the first question. ' * J* ; 

I - ' - r*' • 

1. What happened on the day you/your car/your locker were/ was searefoid? 

2. What was said to you before you/your car/your locker were/was searched? 

3. How did you feel while you were/it was being searched? 

?V ... ' • / 

4. How do you feel about the search now? *V 

5. If the same situation came up again, should the < school officials do anything 
differently? < '* 

6. If the same situation came up again, would you do anything differently? 

7. How much class did you miss on the day you were searched? 

8. Do you have any other thoughts about what we've talked atout that you'd like to 
share with me? 

Interviewer t Write the student's responses on separate sheets of paper. Note direct 
quotes. Paraphrase when quotation is not possible. Use both the probe 
and clarify techniques and conventions as /hepessary to obtain the fullest 
responses possible. Verify with the student the accuracy of the re- 
sponses you have noted. 

The information from this interview is? confidential . 
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81,54 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Office of Research and Evaluation 



WORKING IDEAS ONLY 

UNDER NG'CONDiTflOi'! TO BE 
CONSIDERED.' FINAL 



Attachment G-4 
■ , (continued, page 9 of 9) 

I.IST OF POSSIBLE QUESTIONS FOR ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW ^ . • 

» 

Evaluation Questions 
Referenced 

* - 

1. What services did the contractor provide? ^ D2-2 > ; 

» ■ . ♦ 

2. tyere the services provided adequate to meet the needs D2-2 

of the school? 

- 3. What training and information about the program were D2-3 
provided to school personnel, students, and parents? 

4. How do you f^ink your students are reacting to the D2-4 
program? Parents? Your staff? 

5. Do you think the rights and feelings of students are g Dl-6, D2-4 
being given adequate consideration by the persons involved f 
with the program^ 

h • 

6. Do you think the program's activities helped or hindered >Dl-6, D2-4 . 
important ongoing educational activities? 

7. Do you think the activities of the program have reduced 

the incidence of drug-related activities on your campus? Dl-6, D2-4 ? 
Why? 

8. What things do you tjiink are good about the program, and D2-4 
what things d,o you think are bad? 

i ■ • 

V 

9. Overall, do you think this is a valuable program which D2-4 
should be retained next year? 

•; 

10. If the program is retained, what changes in it would D2-4 
you like to see? 

11. What do you think might be an alternative to this D2-4 
program? 

i 
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Instrument Description: Out-of-District Survey 



3rtei description of the instr*saent : 

the DOC Out-of -District Survey consists of live questions, one with three subques- 
tioas, designed to obtain information about j the use of traine^ dogs in a school 
district outside of Austin, The questions Concern how the dogs are used,. what prob- 
lems (if any) m there-have been* how the pro b Lams were addressed, how the public has 
reacted to the district 1 s use of dogs, and what* conclusions might be drawn about 
their effectiveness. 

To whom was eha instrument arinlTTf gterad? 

Administrators in five central Texas independent school districts.' The districts 0 
were Banes, Del Valle, Marble Falls, Lockhart, and Temple ISD. Administrators 
included the superintendents of Del Valle, Marble Falls, and Lockhart, the principal 
of Temple High School, and an assistant principal of West lake High School (Eanes 
ISO). 

Sow many times was eha instrument arirrfn is eared? 



One to each administrator. 



vften was the 



ins\^r 



xument admin istared? 



May 3, 1982. 

Share , was the instrument administered? * 

Administrators were administered the survey by telephone, 

/ 

x 

Who administered eha instrument? / 
The Evaluation Intern* 

What graining did the' aAwtrH sera tor a have? 
Training* and experience in interviewing procedures. 

Was the instrument administered uyier standardized condicions ? 
Yes. 

Were there problems wlch the instrument or ehe administration that night 
affect *the validity of the daca f 

None known* 



Who developed the instrument ? 
v The Evaluation Intern. 

* i 

t 

What reiiabilie-J' and va lidity data -are available on the instrument ? 
' T — " . ; 

None. 1 



Are there :on data available far in&ar3t*ting the results ? 
No. 
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• Purpose , 

Information from, other schoor districts was collected in order to answer the 
following decision' and evaluation questions: - 

Decision Question Dl : Should the Austin Independent School District 
continue to have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs 
and alcohol? 

Evaluation Question Dl-5: How did the program in AISD compare 
to similar programs elsewhere? . , . ■ ■ .* 




:o£Le 



* Procedure . . 

Comparative information to AISD's pro.grar£ was obtained from , two sources: 

x 1. A review of the literature, and v 

2. A telephone survey of administrators in other districts using dogs. 

As part" of the review of the literature, a* computer search, of the EkiC 
(Educational Research Information Clearinghouse) data base was conducted on 
ORE ? s request, by staff with CITE (Coordinating Information for Texa£ 
Educators), a resource center which provides reference services to sub- 
scribing agencies. The only eitation found in ERIC dealing with. the use of 

^trained dogs to detect drugs and 'alcohol came from the September 1981 NASSP 
Bulletin/ Volume 6&. Number 446. This article is reproduced in f^ull in 

^Attachment H-l. * 



A second part of the review was' of the literature bearing on the legal issues 
inherent in the DOC Program. Journals referenced were TASB Journal , School j 
La^ Bullet in , and two publications of th^ National Organization on Legal 
PrUlems of -Education (NOLPE) , NOLPE Notes and School Law Reporter . Perti- 
nent articles could ^ot be reproduced here but are contained in another report 
- Supplementary Mater j[ai: Drugs Off Campus Program 1981-82 ; ORE Publication 
Number 81. M. ^ . * - 

In April 1982, the .Evaluation Intern. conducted a .telephone survey of adminis- 
trators in five other districts employing the same company, Security Associ- 
ates International (SAI), that AISD had contracted with. Attachment H-2 
contains «a copy o£ a memorandum informing* *A1SD administrators of the survey 
and, a copy of the survey questions. On request, SAI staff supplied the names 
of their client districts, of contact persons in those districts, and the 
phone numbers of^ the contact persons. Districts surveyed were' chosen primar- 
ily on the basis of their proximity to Austin. One district, Temple ISD, was v 
selected because its high school, was of comparable size to Crockett. Details 
of the administration procedure are given in the Instrument 'Description, 
page, H-2 • „ n r 

Results of the review of the literature and;b| the Out-of -District Survey 
are presented* in the follojwring section. - 
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Result? 



Review of the Literature 



From a legal standpoint , -the use of trained dogs for drug detection in 
the public, schools raises the important constitutional question of 
whether such activity violates the Fourth Amendment protection against 
unreasonable search and seizure. The use of dogs also touches on a 
range of related legal issues and doctrines, including the standards of 
probable and,- Reasonable cause to search, due process ^in loco parentis , 
the right to privacy, and "good faith." 



A comprehensive discussion of the legal issues involved with the use of 
drug-detecting 'dogs is beyond the scope of this review. However, three 
recent* court cases, two in Texas, which addressed the use of flogs in 
school should be noted. The first two of these, Doe v j Renfrow (Indiana, 
P19790 and Jones v. Latexo Independent School District (Texas, i.980) , are- * 
discussed in the article contained in Attachment H-l. It w^ll be suffi- 
cient to add here that the courts rfeached opposite findings iti* the two 
cases, sustaining the use of dogs (except^ as the bagis for a strip search) 
in the former case but prohibiting them in the latter. The idling in v ■ 4 
Doe v. Rerifrow Was sustained on appeal and then, in effect, was upheld, by 
the United States Supreme Court, which declined to review the case. In ^ 
the third and the most receipt, case, Horton v. Goose Creek Independent 
School District (Texas, 1980), the couife^ruled that the school -district 
could continue to use dogs for detecting drugs in classrooms, lockers, 
and cars. On ajppeal, the 5th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals held that dogs 
may be used to sniff cars and lockers, but that if is an "outrageous 
intrusion on student privacy" for them, to sniff students, for drugs. 

' V • 

In summary, the legal status of the use of dogs for detecting drugs in 
school is^ e t ll ' l s^n question. In the only case to date to reach the U.S. 
Supreme /Court , the* use* of dogs was upheld, except as the basis for con~ 
ducting a strip search, an action not permitted in AISD's Policy on Search 
and Seizure (Attachment H-3). However, in the two Texa^ cases, both of 
frhich involving dogs provided by SAI, judicial opinio^ was divided, with 
one judge pro and the other con. This division and the ruling of the 
appeals court, which covers a region including Austin, leave the issue 
unresolved. At most, it seems that the use of dogs to sniff students 1 
lockers and cars is legally permissible while students themselves cannot 
be sniffed. 



For further details about the three cases preferred to, and for general 
information in this area, the reader is t^rged to consult Supplementary 
Material: Drugs, Of f Campus Program 1981-82 (Publication Number 81. M). 

Out-of-District Survey * ^ 

Information obtained from administrators in other districts using dogs is 
presented, under each survev^festion, below. Responses are paraphrased 
unless otherwise indicate^-^ - & % 

I 
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1. How have traiiii 



. DISTRICT 



Eanes- ISD 



Del Valle ISD 



le ISD 





s been used v in your district^ ? 



Marble Falls' ISD 



J* 



Lockhart ISD 



RESPONSE 



Dogs check lockers, gym lockers, cars. No* class- 
rooms searched . If any contraband found, including 
marijuana" seeds, student is given 3-day suspension.^ 
. Students must* be enrolled in counseling as condition 
for readmitta,nce. The district has a psychologist 
on retainer for counseling. Student *must jbontinue 
in counseling until rehabilitated, / 

. Dogs make two visits per month, which is sufficient. ✓ 
Search cars, P. E. locker rooms, and hall locker, rootas. 
Do not search classrooms because it causes a "stir. 11 
No disciplinary action taken for paraphernalia or 
for marljuAn^ seeds found in cars. Suspension ^or a 
year if any drug foiled in the building, \ 

. Used *to, locate .contraband — drugs, alcohol, firearms, 
anything illegal, tfsed primarily in large, parking 
lot. 'Also lockers, storage areas, eripty classrooms. 
Board does not allow classroom searches whe^n students 
there » Students not suspended on first offense. 
If less than felony amount, student can agree to 
third-party counseling to be picked by parents with 
school approval. For f eloryj^of f ense police are 
^called. O 

/•> ^ 
. Began using dogs two days before survey on an experi- 
mental basis.' Evaluation in summer 1982, after three ^ 

months. Dogs visit once -pe^ v/eek. Search parking 
lot and classrooms . Similar to AISD 1 s program. *Tf 
drugs found on campus, student removed from school 
for the rest of the year. 

. Search parking lot, lockers, and classrooms . Based 
•on Average Daily Attendance, contracted for 42 hours 
per month. ' 



a. At what grade levels is*the program operating ? 



DISTRICT 



Eanes ISD 



Del Valle ISD 



ERIC 



> RESPONSE * . 

All grade levels: K-5, 6-8 (middle school), and 
9-12 (high school). At not used ffr detection, 

only .for educational purposes. 

Secondary schools only, grades 7-8 (junior high) and 

9-12 (high school): ^ 

If 



H-5 



118 



81.54 



f Temple ISD 



* / 



. Grades 6-8 (middle school) and 9-12 (high school), 



^Matv^le Falls ISLfc . Grades '6-8 (junior high) and 9-12 (high school)* 



Lockhart ISD 



. Secondary schools, grades 7-8 (jjintor "high) and 
9-12 (high school). , * - 



•b. How vmauy campuses are involved ..in the program? 
DISTRICT RESPONSE" 



Eanes ISD 
• Del Valle ISD 
Temple ISD 
Marble Falls ISD 

Lockhart ISD 

> 

c. Is campus* 
DISTRICT 
Eanes ISD. 

Del Valle ISD 

i 

Temple 1ST) 



Five campuse^: three with lower grades, one middle* 
school*, and one" high school. 

Two campuses:- one junior high school and one high 
school^ both with approximately 1,000 students. 



. Four campuses: 
^school. 



Marble Falls TSD 



Lockhart ISD 



three middle schools and one high 

. Two campuses: one junior high school and one hi*gh . 
school. 

. Two campuses: one j"unior high school and one high 
school. - 

involvement in the program voluntary or mandatory? „ ■ - 

* .. » • 

RESPONSE J 

. Mandated by. the School Board. There is a drug policy. 
The Board decides with imput from the high school. 

. Mandatory. Set up by the School Boajrd. No one knows 
when the Hogs are coining. .Principal gets about five 
minutes , advance warning. 

. Schools wanted it. No discussion about whether they 
would participate. The high school found the program 
and brought it back to the Superintendent. For the 
first year used the dogs in elementary schools — for 
safety programs, accident % p invention— but was too 
expensive. 

. Mutually agreed upon by Superintendent and principals. 
Question does not really apply. 

■*•' . 4 
. School Board mandated it but the schools were willing. 
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2. What' problems, if any, have you had in using trained dogs in your 



. district? 



DISTRICT 



^anps ISD 



X 



No problems. An 
like a "dry-cleane 
These are a nuisance. 



2Q 



RESPONSE v 

sional alert on chemicals 
coat or a car done with Armorall.%. 



Del Valle ISD 



Temple ISD 



Marble Falls ISD 



Lockhart ISD 




Amount of administrator's time it takes up. There 
was a little apprehension from staff at first, e.g., 
that^ a dog would alert on a staf f car for alcohol 
or that drugs would ve put under a teacher's desk 
(one instrance happened). Students were apprehensive 
of having drugs planted in their iockers^through the 
vent holes^. . * 

No problems. Some parents "distrau^f^ 1 that kids 
apprehended, but parents generally very cooperative. 
Some have thanked school officials. The amount of 
time it takes is a "drawback." Also* sometimes dog 
alerts and nothing is found. Sometimes a dog barks 
in the hall, but no one has ever been bitten. 

, Noi^e except hostile press. People very suppontive 
of program, flakes Superintendent feel like it is 
a bdmb waiting to go off. The initial furor over 
the program has subsided. 

, Dogs have not come often enough this year, have not 
come close. Students* may have figured out a way to 
"beat the system."* fleard that students have way to 
mask smell. ' While assistant principals have found 
5-6 students with marihuana, the~ciogs haXre detected 
noriJp. Questions effectiveness. 



What has been done to address those problems, if any 



DISTRICT 



Eanes ISD 



Del Valle ISD 



Temple ISD 



, RESPONSE 

Not much you c^n do to deal with the "chemical alerts. 

Tell staff and students you are going to use good 
judgment (to allay their apprehensions — see #2). 

Way t6~"deal with problems is to b'e "upNfront," be ' - 
honest. Publicize. School district took out space 
in the newspaper. Gave every student a copy of the 
policy on drugs; also -a copy- of a contract for third- 
party counseling. Demenstrate the program. District 
held a public meeting at night and invited the commu- 
nity. ' This provided an opportunity to do a little 
drug education work. Be honest in saying cannot 
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Marble. Falls ISD 
Lockhart ISD 



4. What 

dO£S ? 
. DISTRICT 
Eanes ISD 



Del Valle ISI 



solve community's drug problem. Major concern is 
to get if off campus. Do lots of PR work and commu- 
nity education. Also, if a dog alerts and nothing 
is fdund, call parents and explain, ■ r 



Getting in the routine of th^/ program. 

Having more dogs at one tin^. Company has promised 
more but has not delisted* ? Questionable that "will 
continue with program as is. May recommend termina- 
tion to the Board. Program must have credibility. 
Not lure of program's effectiveness, i.e., dogs * 
doing what company says they will do. , 



ha&gbeen t 



the reaction of the public Jjd your district's use of the 



■ f *■ 

i #jPONSE 



♦ Very favorable. Very|: ; ||%w negative comments* 1 At the 
^hearing befdre the. Bc&;|j£ adopted the program, the;re 
was one vo^al parent /4gainst. The assistant princi- 
pal was threatened p^k with a lawsuit.' Students 
are about 50-50. E^]|er despise them or very glad. 



Temple ISD 

Marble Falls ISD 
Lockhart ISD 



. Including the stude^ body, really favor it. Feel 
drugs are unfair, t^ed of them. One or .two* teachers 
worried about- the gi&jiey, that it might come from 
salary accounts', ^put 95% of the students favored 

\^dog^^% <|Ld not ;^it them. 

. ~Vaky favorable./ ^|inted to know why had not been 
done sooner. / Hilk- 

. Supportive. /■ 4 _> 

Favorable, llp^riticism in the. beginning, .Citi- 
zen's group |^j|^prtive at beginning. Community 
support all jfc|[j£ way through. 



5. What are your conclusions ab&^fche effectiveness* of the program? 



DISTRICT 



Eanes ISD 



RESPONSE 



Del Valle ISD 



Feel poj£it$#e* * Want to see it reinstated. Tougher 
for the kt^' U'sing drugs to get involved with them in 
school. J#ay;/ ; be using off oampus, but jurisdiction 
of the school ends at the fences. Has been said it - 
is not effective because the students are carrying 
it on th&M but have informants for that. 

First year /found more than this year. About 12 stu- 
dents suspended last year and about four this year. 



9 
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„Very effective, 
the Board. 



recommend continuance to 



Temple ISD 



Marble Falls 



v. 



Lockhart ISD 



. It works.. Directed some kids to counseling, kept 
some in school* Have not *coniplet£ly eliminated the' 
drug problem but have reduced it. Have^ £uf back on 
amount of time pes month {loos are ° there. »Stu{ients 
either have it on them or are not bringing it to 
school. Have made it a bigger "ha'ssle" for the stu- >~ 
£ent to bring it. Upped.the odds in the school's 
favor. The student who, uses it will-slip up even-* 
tually. " - 

. Effective. Do not like drug dogs affe recommended 
td the Board over strong per sonal* philosophic . • 
objections. But have to do something. . Therefore 
.recommended to^Board. Feel very good about it. 

There were- a few ca^£s where the whole cost of the 
* dogs was wortffit. Forced the issue and made stu- 
dents and their parents work on the program. Has 
reduced drugs in school. Leaning toward recongjpnding 
for next yea*. - " ' • <s> 

. Originallylvery effective.^ The Student Advisory 
Council reports that ^it causes students not to bring 
drugs to school. Not sure program is as effective 
as' last year's program and the .beginning of this year 
Believe has lost credibility with students. Stu- 
dents are' finding a way to beat it*. But it is the ' „' 
'best program going to combat the drug protilem. Not 
cost effective, however. Beneficial but wduld like 
* to see A work better— devote^more time, "be more 
* accurate. 

Subsequent to the phone survey, a number of adj^jafstrators sent-"feopies of 
the policies and procedures of their districts pertaining to search and^ 
seizure and the use of trained dogs* These are available for reference 
in Supplementary Material: Drugs Off Campus Program 1981-82 (Publication 
Number 81. M). k ^ *' 
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Attachment H-l 
(Page 1 .of 4) 



A Legal Brief: 

Student Searches. 



Perry A. Zirkel 
Ivan B. Glue km an 



The Cases 



7 



Confronted with a growing prob- 
lem of student drug abuse, school Of- 
ficials in various communities hav^e 
recently conducted mass searches 
with the aid of specially trained 
"sniffer" dogs. Attempts to use this 
technique have now been tested in 
several courts. Here are three ex- 
amples; 

• In Highland, Ind., school au- 
thorities, working in cooperation 
with the local police and volunteer 
canine units, brought dogs into 
junior and senior high school class- 
rooms while students were de- 
tained at their desks for an extra 
one-and-a-half morning periods 
for the purpose of inspection. 
When a dog "alerted" upon pass- 
ing and sniffing a student, the 
student was asked to empty his or 
her pockets and, if applicable, 
purse. Circumspect strip searches 
were then conducted in the 1 1 
cases where the dog continued to 



This column, appearing bimonthly in both the 
NASSP Bulletin and the National Elementary 
Principal* is prepared by Perry A. Zirkd. 
dean of the School of Education at Lehigh 
University(Bethehem. Pa.), and Ivan 8. Gluck- 
man. NASSP*s director of legal and legislative 
services. 



alert after the pocket search 
yielded no contraband. 

• In Latexo, Texas, school officials 
carried out a similar mass inspec- 
tion of students at their desks. 
While no strip searches* were con- 
ducted, school officials also used 
the dogs to inspect 'vehicles which 
had been driven to school by stu- 
dents singled out during the class- 
by-class inspection. If the dogs 
alerted while passing the vehicles, 
the vehicles were searched. 

• In Albuquerque, N.Mex., dogs 
were used as part of an investiga- 
tion of student lockers .rather than 
of the students themselves. War- 
rantless searches were immediately 
conducted of thoscu lockers where 
the dog indicated the possible 
presence of illegal drugs. 

The Questions . 

1. Has the relatively strict standard 
of "probable cause" that has gen- 
erally been applied to law enforce- 
ment officers also figured' in most 
of the student search decisions by 
school officials? 

2. Was the use of sniffer dogs to 
identify students who might 
possess drugs a violation of the 
Fourth Amendment's search and 
seizure clause? 
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3. Was the use of sniffer dogs to 
identi fy student vehicles and 
lockers where drugs might be con- 
cealed a violation of the Fourth 
Amendment? 

4. Is a strip search based solely on 
an "alert" by sniffer dogs uncon- 
stitutional? If so, are school au- 
thorities protected by the qualified 
immunity accorded to them by 
the Supreme Court in Wood v. 
Strickland, 420 U.S. 308 (I975)? 

The A nswers 

I. No. Most of the recent decisions 
regarding the constitutionality of 
student searches have applied a 
relatively relaxed "reasonable 
suspicion" standard rather than 
the "probable cauSe" standard 
applicable in criminal cases. The 
rationale for this distinction is 
well illustrated by the approach of 
the lower court in Doe v. Renfrow, 
475 F. Supp. 1012 (N.D. Ind. 
I979) our first case example. In re- 
viewing the investigation proce- 
dures used by the school officials, 
the court observed that school of- 
ficials are charged with the respon- 
sibility of maintaining an educa- 
tionally sound environment 
within the school, and that such 
environment must be free of 
activities harmful to the educa- 
tional function and, to individual 
students. In short, school officials 
have certain powers in loco 
parentis which justify the applica- 
tion of different constitutional 
standards than would apply to 
law enforcement officers under 



the Fourth Amendment For a 
full explanation of the legal 
aspects of search and seizure in 
schools, see NASSP Legal 
Memorandum, February I979, and 
also in Interest of J.A. -406 N.E. 
2d 958 (IIL A.T.P, 1980) and in 
Rey LL v. Circuit Court of 
Washington County 280 N.W. 2d 
343 (Wis. I979). . 
2. In Doe v. Renfrow, the federal 
district court held that the mass 
detention, sniffer inspection, and 
pocket search did not violate the 
students' constitutionally pro- 
tected rights. • With specific regard 
to the use of dogs trained to sniff 
out drugs, the court held such a 
procedure not to be a search, but 
merely an aid to^investigation by 
school officials. An3 where these 
officials had considerable general 
information leading them to the 
conclusion that a serious drug 
problem existed, further investiga- 
tion was warranted. Emphasizing 
the in loco parentis role of school 
officials, in contrast to policemen, 
the court concluded: 

The effect was anything but a 
gestapo^ike effort run by gestapo- 
like people. To suggest anything 
approaching that idea isr to do an 
extreme disservice to a group of 
dedicated people who carry heavy 
legal and moral obligations for pub- 
lic education (475 F. Supp. at 1 026). 

The United States Court of Ap- 
peals for the Seventh Circuit, 
, which covers the states of Illinois, 
Indiana, and Wisconsin, affirmed 
this part of the lower court's 
opinion, finding it to be scholarly 
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and well-reasoned [ 63 1 F.2d 
91 (7th Cir. 1980)], 

While the appeal in Doe v. Ren- 
frow was pending, a federal 
district court in Texas leached the 
opposite result based on a similar 
set of facts. In Jones v. Latexo 
Independent School District, 
499 F. Supp, 223 (E.D. Texas 
1980), this court held any mass 
use of dogs to sniff out the 
presence of illegal drugs at school 
to be of such a "sweeping, undif- 
ferentiated, and indiscriminate 
scope" as to make the procedure 
unreasonable (433 F. Supp. at 
234). The court also considered the 
dog's inspection to constitute a 
virtual physical entry into the stu- 
dents' pockets and personal pos- 
sessions- The Jones court, there- 
fore, viewed the lower courts 
decision in Doe v. Renfrbw as 
erroneous, concluding: "State 
operated schools may not operate ' 
as enclaves of totalitarianism 
where students are searched at the 
caprice of school officials" (499 F. 
Supp. at 236). 
3. The Jones court similarly saw the 
inspection of student vehicles by 
the dogs as exceeding the bounds 
of reasonableness. The court rea- 
soned that although the personal 
intrusion was less serious, the 
scope of the procedure was never- 
theless indiscriminate: the capa- 
bility ' of the dogs was — like 
bugging devices — beyond that of 
humans, and the legitimate inter- 
est of school authorities in what 
students had left in their vehicles 
was negligible. Presumably the 
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Doe court would have evaluated 
the situation differently. 

Although locker searches were 
hot at issue in the Doe or Jones 
cases, the Tenth Circuit Court of 
Appeals* which covers a six-state 
region including New Mexico, up- 
held the warrantless search by 
school officials aided by sniffer 
dogs to be constitutional in 
Zamora v. Pomeroy. 639 F. 2d 
662 (10th Cir. 1981). In so doing, 
however, the court found the 
joint control of the lockers by the 
school and the student to be the 
key consideration in arriving at its 
decision, and thus did not spe- 
cifically discuss the use of snifter 
dogs as a means of identifying 
lockers to be searched. 
4. In the Doe case even though the 
court sustained the use of the 
sniffer dogs for pocket searches, it 
found the information they sup- 
plied insufficient to ^support the 
conduct of strip searches. 

Even under the lower ^rea- 
sonable suspicion" standard ap- 
plied to school officials, the court 
required more evidence upon 
which to base such an intrusion 
into an individual's basic and 
justifiable expectation of privacy. 
Because the dogs can be — and in 
this case actually were — misled by 
odor other than that which they 
are trained to detect, school of- 
ficials should have additional facts 
upon which to base such a per- 
sonal search. The Doe court cited 
other decisions which had reached 
the same result in school circum- 
stances not involving dogs. See, 
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eg., Bellnier v. Lund 438 F. Supp. 
47 (N.D.N.Y. I977). 

As in Bellnier, however, the 
lower court in Doe did not award 
any damages, finding these areas 
of the law to be unsettled and thus 
not charging" school officials with 
"predicting the future course of 
constitutional law" (495 F. Supp. 
at 1028). However, the appellate 1 
court disagreed with this portion 
of the lower court's decision, 
stating: 

It does not require a constitutional 
scholar to conclude that a nude 
search of a 13-year-old child is an 
invasion of constitutional rights of 
some magnitude. More than that: 



it is a violation of any known princi- 
ple of human decency. N^We sug- 
gest as strongly as possible that the 
conduct herein described exceeded 
the "bounds of reason" by two and 
a half country miles (631 F. 2d at 
92-93). - 

The Seventh Circuit Court of 
Appeals remanded . the matter 
to the trial court for a determina- 
tion of damages stemming from 
the body search. Such an award 
would not be a first; in MM. v. 
Anker. 607 F. 2d 588 (2d Cir. 
1979) the Second Circuit upheld a 
S7,500 damage award for con- 
ducting a strip search of a New 
York City high school student. 
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* AUSTIN INDEPmjPENT^ SCHOOL DISTRICT 

g, ^ Office of Resrearch and Evaluation Attachment H-2 

- (Page 1 of 2) 

i April 26, 1982 



TO; David Hill 

FROM: David Wilkinson 

SUBJECT: DOC Survey of Other Districts 

In order to address evaluation question Dl-5— ir Hbw did the program in 
AISD compare to similar programs elsewhere?"— I will be calling about 
five other districts who have contracted with SAI. I will be asking 
each administrator in charge of a program in a district the attached 
questions.* I thought— yoj^should know in case you receive any queries. 

If you have any questions or* concerns about this survey, please call me 
at 458-1227. 

IWrif * 
cc: Lawrence Buford \ 

J* M. Richard 

Maud Sims 



Apprd£ed: /^^<^C 22? ^^^p 

Director of Research and Evaluation 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

• . Office of Research, and Evaluation Attachment H-2 ( 

81,:> * (continued, page 2 of .2) 



April' 1982 



DRUGS OPF CAMPUS (DOC) 
OUT-OF-DISTRICT SURVEY 



L. How have trained dogs been used in your district? 

a. At what .grade levels is the program operating? 

b. How many campuses are involved in the program? 

/ 

v 

v c. Is campus involvement in the program voluntary or mandatory? 

2. What problems, if any* have you had in using trained dojjs in your 
district? 

% 3." What has been done to, address those problems, if any?' 

^4. What has been the reaction of the public to your district's use of 
the dogs? 

5. What are your conclusions about the effectiveness of the program? 
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Attachment H-3 

81.54 ■ (Page 1 of 4) 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT dCHOOL DISTRICT POLICY ON SEARCH AND SEIZURE 



DEFINITIONS AND GENERAL PROVISIONS 



i 

!♦ Certain school district property remains under custody and control of 
the School District even though the use of the property is granted to 
s a student, employee or other person* Property remaining under custody 
of the School District is the following: 

A. Student lockers. 

B. Classrooms! 

C. Are$s in school buildings such as gymnasiums, halls, offices, 
assembly rooms, auditoriums and other similar facilities. 

D. ' Desks, work tables and storage areas located within school 

buildings. 

\> School grounds outside of school buildings. , 
F. School parking lots, athletic facilities and school buildings. 
6. Books, educational equipment (including athletic equipment) 
and supplies. 

. H. School District vehicles oil or off school district property. 

All of said real or personal, property described in this paragraph 
is herein referred to as "School Property." 

2. Othir propeLty brought onto School Property may only be brought on 
with the understanding and agreement that the owner of the property 
brought onto School Property consents to a search of that property 
based upon reasonable cause as determined by School District 
employees. Included in this category of property are non-School 
District owned vehicles, personal books and other educational 
supplies and equipment, (including athletic equipment), and personal 
items such as' lunch boxes, brief cases and similar containers used to 
carry educational or other personal material. The category does not 
include purses or clothes actually worn by individual students or 
employees. This type o£ property is herein referred to as "Non^- School - 
Property." % t 

3. When consent is obtained by 'individuals having possession or ownership 
of any property, school employees may search the property with or 
without reasonable cause. 

4. School District employees may search a student's outer garments, such 
•as coats or sweaters that are worn over regular clothing, may search 
purses, ' handbags 'or similar items carried by a student, . may search 
headcoverihgs , shoes and socks and may require a student to reveil the 
contents of the student's pockets or to reveal items carried else- 
where on the student l s person when the School District employee has 
reasonable cause to believe that the student has on the student's 
person items. which are prohibited by applicable law or Board policy 

or School District or school rules and regulations. Clothes worn by 
an individual student, other than. items listed hereih, may only be 

H-16 \ 
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(fontinued) ^ 

searched when consent has been obtained from the individual wearing 
the clothes. If the employee -requesting the consent to search has 
reasonable cause, the refusal to consent to search shall subject an 
individual refusing to consent to disciplinary action accordance with 
the School District Policy ori Discipline. 

School District employees may search any of the School Property or 
non-school* property described in paragraph 1 or 2 up on , reasonable- 
cause to suspect that stoleS items, illegal -drugs, alcoholic beverages, 
'weapons, items the possession of which are a violation of law or items 
prohibited on School "District Property are contained therein. 

In emergency situations .when a School District employee has reasonable 
/cause to believe that the* safety of students, School District employees 
or school property is at issue, School District employees may conduct 
a search of a student or any other person on School District Property 
to determine whether the person is in possession of dangerous or 
prohibited articles. These searches shall be confined in scope to an 
intrusion reasonably designed to discover hidden weapons or other 
objects which could reasonably be expected to be used to harm students, 
School District employees or School District Property. 

School District iamployees having reasonable cause to believe that^a 
student is in possession of items prohibited by law or by School 
Board policy or School District or school rules tod regulations may 
conduct a "pat-down" search of a person by examining pockets, socks,, 
pantlegs and similar areas to d^rmine the presence of such objects. 

If items of the nature described in paragraph 5 herein are located 
upon a search, tire School District may take disciplinary action, may 
confiscate Che material or items found and may report the results of 
the search and the identity of the person having possession of the , ^ 
property searched to public authorities-lsuch as. the City of Austin 
Police Department. The School District may also take, such action 
when a 'search is performed pursuant to consent as set out in 
paragraph 3 herein. *. 



.II - * 

' USE OF DOGS TO DETECT DRUGS , ALCOHOL AND "RELATED MATERIAL 

The School District may from .time to time use dogs and handlers on 
an independent contract basis tf detect drugs, alcohol and related 
material on School District Property, School District vehicles or 
non-school district property located on School District Property. 

v • 

■ • J. ■ S 
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Attachment H-3 
(continued, page 3 of 4) 



Before fee use of dogs for detection purposes in school facilities, 
the School District Administration must determine that drugs, 
alcohol and related d&terial has caused a disruption of the educa- 
tional process* Among*other factors, the School District Administra- * 
tion may take into account attendance, discipline and learning 
problems related to drugs, the presence of drugs, alcohol or related 
material in the schools; the loss of instructional time caused by ' 
teachers and other professional staff members attending to drug and 
alcohol related student problems; and complaints from students, 
faculty and /or parents concerning the presence and/or the use of such 
items on campus * 

The indication by the dog of drugs, alcohol or similar material shall 
form the basis of reasonable cause for a search in accordance with 
Section I of this policy. 



f « 
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-ADMINISTRATIVE .REGULATIONS ON THE USE OF DOGS TO DETECT DRUGS , .ALCOHOL 
AND RELATED^MATERIAL^ - Attachment H-3 - 

(continued, page 4 of 4) 

1. Jhe use of dogs on school campuses* to detect drugs, alcohol and 
related materials will be done in compliance with the- District's 
policy on search and seizure. r *A 

2. Dogs will be used on an "unannounced" basis. 

3. If a particular classroom containing students and/or employees is 
searched with the use of a dog, the" search will be brief and > 
students will not be allowed to leave the' classroom until the 
search is completed. Reasonable care will be taken while in the 
classrooms to avoid indicating that any ^drug^ alcohol or related 
material has been located by the dog. 

4. After completion of a search by the r dcg, if dVugs, alcohol or 
related material is 'indicated by the search, such indication shall ^ 
provide reasonable cause for a furthar search or investigation. A 1 

\ School District Administrator may require the person in whose 

possession the drugs, alcohol or related material is indicated or 
who has- custody j^^joint custody of the area in which the material 
is detected to report to the^Admi ni stra tor for further action in' 
accordance with School District policies and regulations. 

x ^ - 

5. The student shal 1 be told of the indication by the dog and asked to 
consent to a search of the person or area in question. If consent 
is received, the search may be- conducted by School District 
employees. Consent is not required for-areas that may b'e searched 
without consent according to the District's policy on searches. 
Any drugs, alcohol or related material foundering the search may 
be used as a basis for disciplinary action and may be turned over* 
to appropriate governmental authorities. 

f ' • • 

6. If the student dec! i nes to consent to the search, the. refusal by 

the student may be the subject of appropriate disciplinary action. 
The student may also be reported to appropriate governmental 
authorities. . 

7. Reasonable efforts will be made by the ^£hool District to prevent 
public embarrassment of the student in connection- wi th the use of 
the. dogs and procedures and searches fol Vowing detection by the 
dogs. * * '. 



^Cabinet approval, October 5, 1981 132 
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Instrument, Description: Office of Student Affairs Report 



Brief description of the instrument : 

The Office of Student Affairs Report, Supt. 003, is a record-keeping form designed 
to cooeeinlcate to school officials and parents information concerning disciplinary 
offenses by students and the consequent disciplinary action taken. Major informa- 
tion categories on the form include^ student identifying "information, description of 
offense, facts and evidence, type of discipline, details of heating, and recommenda- 
tions. The form^vas modified from an earlier version in 1981-82 to reflect changes 
in the AISD discipline policy. 

To whom was the Instrument administered? 

School personnel, usually the principal or assistant principal, complete the report. 



gov many tiaes was the instrument administered^ * 

Each time a student committed an offense requiring suspension or corporal punishment 

When gas the instrument administered? <g 

Periodically throughout the 1981-82 school year. Information was summarized during 
June, 1982. -' 

Where was the instrument administered? 

All AISD elementary and secondary schools use the reports iorm. 



Who administered 'the instrument? 
Self -adminis tered • 
What training did the administrators have? * 

All campus administrators received training in using the form at a workshop held in 
August 1981. Information and assistance were also available on call from the Office 
of Student Affairs. AISD schools have been using a similar version of the form for 
several years. - * 

Was the instrument administered undgr standardized conditions ? 
No. 

Were there nroblems with the instrument or the administration that might* 
affect the validity of the data? . 

None known. 



Who developed the instrument? 
Office of Student "Affairs. 



What reliability and ^validity 1 data are available on the instrument? 

~" ~~ ~ ! ' : T 

Not applicable. 



Are there norm data available for integrating the rasults? 

• T j 

Not applicable^ 
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* ■ OFFICE OF STUDENT AFFAIRS RECORDS 

/ :' Purpose 

.Records and information -provided by the Office of Student Affairs, the 

AISD office responsible f for monitoring disciplinary matters in the District, 

were used in answering j&tie following decision and evaluation questions: 

DecisionNQuestionl^ : Should the Austin Independent School District 
continue to have k program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs i 
and alcohol? £ V 

Valuation Question Dl-1 : Did, the incidence of disciplinary actions 
r f or drug-relkted^ of f enses (including alcohol) change as a result 

of the program? 9 

* Evaluation Question Dl-2 ; Did the availability and use of illegal 
drugs and Alcohol on campus change as a result of the program? , 

Evaluation Question Dl-4 ; What happened to students apprehended 
for possession and/or use of illegal drugs or alcohol? • 0 



' , Procedure 

AISD's Office of Student Affairs (OSA) compiles data each year on the number 
and type of Infractions of the District's discipline policy for which disci- 
plinary action was taken. Each time during the year that a student was gitfen 
corporal punishment or placed on one of several types of suspension, the 
school completed an OSA report, "Supt. 003," &nd returned it to OSA. A copy 
of the report was also mailed to parents. Attachment 1-1 is a dopy of the 
pffice of Student Affairs' Report form. ? ^ 

Completed reports were transmitted by OSA to Data Services where each 003 form, 
a machine readable document, was optically scanned ^^Information' from the 
resulting magnetic tape was incorporated into a master discipline file^OSAD, 
maintained by data services. Summary information requested by ORE from OSA 
was deriv^d-f rom this file. Attachment i-2 documents the specified informa- 
tion provided for 1981-82. tfSta for previous years were taken from OSA records. 

Disciplines data for drug-related offenses (including, alcohol)^ from the present 
1981-82 school year "and from the. two previous years, 1979-80 f and 1980-81, were 
examined ;£or changes which might reflect program effects. Results are pre- 
sented in ; ; the following section. 
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Results 



Evaluation Question Dl-1 : Did the incidence of disciplinary actions 
for drug-related offenses change as a result of the prograjj? 

Evaluation Question Dl-2 ; Did J:he availability and use of illegal 
drugs and alcohol change as a result of the program? 

•■ * 4 - • 

Figures I*-l, 1-2, and 1-3 below a^jd on the following pages present disci- 
pline data for drug and alcohol offenses, for three years, 1979-80 through 
1981-82. Figure 1-1 contains summary data .for all AlSb schools, Figure 1-2* 
data for the high schools, and Figure 1-3 the junior high schools. 

r . < - * 

Note: Data for 1981-82 are as of June 6, 1982. There may be some minor 
variation from the numbers "presented in dUf final Discipline 
Report to be. published\J>y OSA in fall 1982. 
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OFFENSE 


' 197*9-80 
> 


\ 


1980-81 


1981-82 


Alcohol Possession 


22 




23 


25 


Alcohol 'Consumption 


* X 




X 


1 17 


Alcohol Influence * 


27" . 




33 


26 


Alcohol Sale 


0 




0 


0 


Alcohol Distribution • 


'■ _2S. H 




X 


_0 


t ALCOHOL SUBTOTAL 


49 




56 


68 


Drug Possession 


111 




173 


101 


Drug Consumption 


X 




V. X 


<■ 68 


Drug Influence ; 


55 




* ,84 


32 


Drug Sale 


'5 




28 


9 


Drug Distribution 


X 




X 


7 


DRUG- SUBTOTAL 


171- 




285 


217 


TOTAL 


220 v 




'341 


285 



x = New category introduced in 1981-82. 



Note: 1981-82 totals are based on data Recorded as of June"2, 1982. 

Figure* 1-1. NUMBER OF DRUG-RELATED OFFENSES REQUIRING DISCIPLINE, 
ALL AISD SCHOOLS, ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY, 1979-80 
.THROUGH 1981-82. 

Examination of Figure 1-1 reveals that: 

1. Relative t^the number of students enrolled in AISD schools, 
^ approximately 53,000 to 56,000 during the three years being 
considered, the number of drug-related offenses for which 



1-4 



136. 



81.54 



formal disciplinary action was taken is very small — on the order 
of one offense for every 2Q0 students.^ 



2. la each of the three years shown, the number of offenses in- 
volving alcohol alone was much smaller than the number involving 
drugs alone. 

3, Last year, l980-8l)^was a peak year for AISD in terms of drug- 
related offenses. The total number of drug-related offenses in 
1980-81 exceeded both the previous year, 197 9-80 , and the present 
year, 1983.-82. This pattern held true for most individual offense 
categories as well. 

Examination of Figures 1-2 and 1-3 on the following pages reveals that: 

,>1. The pattern of a peak number of drug-related offenses in 1980-81 
is seen for both the high schools and the junior high schools: in 
the overall totals, most individual offense categories, and some 
schools as well. 

2, Both of the DOC Program schools, Crockett and Martin, and Martinis 
comparison school, Fulmore, exhibit the pattern. Crockett 1 s 
comparison school,. Travis, does not, however. The number of drug- 
reiated offenses at Travis decreased from 1979-80 through 1981-82, 

3, At both of the DOC schools, the total number of drug-related 
offenses in 1981-82 decreased from the number in 1980-81. However, the 
number also decreased in four other .high schools and four other 
junior high schools.' 

4, Crockett had the smallest percentage decrease in the total number 
of drug-related offenses from 1980-81: to 1981-82 of the five high 
schools where the number decreased (three increased and one remained 
the same), Crockett's percentage decrease was 25% compared to 
Austin (29%), Travis (36%), Anderson (48%), and Johnston (56%). 

5, Martin had the largest percent decrease (73%) in the total number of 
drug-related offenses from 1980-81 to 1981-82 of the five junior 
high schools where the number decreased. However, Fulmore and 
Bedichek, which had the second- and third-largest number of drug- 
related offenses in 1980-81, also registered substantial decreases 
in 1981-82, 56% and 59%, respectively. 

f 

Note: This is leaving aside Murchison, where the incidence of 
drug-related offenses iias been so low in the three years being 
considered that a calculation of percent change from 1980-81 to 
1981-82 cannot* be considered meaningful. 

6, The number of offenses in the individual offense categories 
decreased at Crockett from 1980-81 to 1981-82 in four of the five 
categories for which there were two-year comparison data. However, 
four other high schools also showed decreases in four of the five 
categories. - 
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HIGH 
SCHOOL 



Anderson 
Austin 
Crockett 
LIU 

Johnston 

Lanier 

McCallum 

Reagan 

Travis 



TOTAL 



Alcohol 
Possession 



T ? 

00 00 
O M 



I 

00 



12 17 17 



.Alcohol 
C onsumption 



f ? 

00 00 
OHM 



I 



0 
3 
1 
5 
2 
* 

1 
I 
0 



i3 



Influence 
of Alcohol 



00 

? 



2 
1 
11 
2 
5 
1 
2 
1 
0 



l6 31 25 



Drug 
Possession 



00 

? 



3 
8 
9 
7 
5 
1 
8 
3 
10 



15 7 

15 6 

21 7 

8 8 



14 

4 
3 
4 
7 



54 91 53 



Drug^ 
Consumption 



oo i 00 

? r 



x x 

x x 

X X 

x • X 



0 
16 
4 
5 
1 
1 
3 
13 
1 



0 4 3 
II 29 13 
7 



44 



Influence 
of Drugs 



M 
I 

oo 



28 55 27 



Drug 
Sale 



■m — 05- 
1 ? 

00 00 

o 



3 16 



Drug 
Distribution 




TOTAL 



00 

I ? 

00 00 
O H 



12 25 13 
22 58 41 
14 ' 40 30 
16 22 29 
27 _ 12 



9 
4 
14 
6 



10*10 
4 16 
13 29 



20 11 



L17 210 J 87 



-0 « No instances of this offense were repotted by the school, 
"x " New offense category introduced in 1981*82* 

* « Fractional value greater than 0 but less than .5. Fractional values were assigned 
when more than one offense was committed by a student on the same occasion. For 
example , three offenses committed by the same student on the same occasion would 
each be assigned the fractional value of .33'. 



Note: 



Discipline data are collected for. two additional categories of drug-related offenses,. 
Alcohol Sale and, as of 1981-82, Alcohol Distribution. However, there were no instances 
of these offenses reported Jby the high schools in the three years recorded here. 



Figure 1-2. NUMBER OF DRUG-RELATED OFFENSES REQUIRING DISCIPLINE IN AISD HIGH SCHOOLS, 

1979-80 THROUGH 1981-82. Figures were rounded to the nearest whole number within 
i each category and then totaled. 
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JUNIOR 

HIGH 
SCHOOL 



Alcohol 
Possession 



«vj oo oo 

f ? r 

00 00 00 

o h-» ro 



Alcohol 
Consumption 



-J 00 00 

f ? 7 

00 00 00 

o m ro 



Influence 
of Alcohol 



-J 0Q 00 

f ? r 

00 00 00 

o w ro 



Drug 
Possession 



^1 00 00 

VO O M 

I T I 

00 00 00 

o h» ro 



Drug 
Consumption 



I T l 

00 00 , 00 

o »-» ro 



Influence 
of Drugs 



I T I 

00 00 00 

o w ro 



Drug 
Sale 



00 00 

? V 

00 00 



Drug 
Distribution 



-vj oo oo 

t ? r 

00 00 00 

o M ro 



TOTAL 



-4 00 00 

t ? r 

00 00 00 

o M ro 



Bedlchek 

Burnet 

Doble 

Fulmore 

Lamar 

Martin 

Murchlson 

0.' Henry 

Pearce' 

Porter 



TOTAL 



0 

0 

0 

1< 

1 

0 

0. 

0 

1 



1 
1 
0 
1 
0 

1 

1 

0 
0 
0 



x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

X 
X 
X 
X 



0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
2 
0 
1 

0. 
0 



11 23 6 
12 7 
1 1 
19 10 
0 0 
22 
0 
1 
1 



4 - 5 



x 1 

x^6- 
x 4 



x 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 



37 73 A3 



x ,22 



17 26 



3 17 5 , 



18 27 11 

2 5 17 

12 6 8 

11 32 14 

2 0 4 

6 33 

0 1 



0* 9 
0 1 



/ 



13 
6 



19 11 10 



70 125 92 



0 « No Instances of this offense were reported by the school, 
x m New offense category introduced In J 981-82. 



Fractional value greater than 0 but less than .5. Fractional values were assigned 
when more than one offense was committed by a student on the same occasion. For 
example, three offenses connltted by the same student on the same occasion would 
each be assigned the fractional value of ,33, 



Note: Discipline data are collected for two additional categories of drug-related offenses, 

Alcohol Sale and, as of 1981-82, Alcohol Distribution. However, there were no instances 
of these offenses reported by the junior high schools in the three years recorded here. 

■ a 

Figure 1-3. NUMBER OF DRUG-RELATED OFFENSES REQUIRING DISCIPLINE IN AISD JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS, 
1979-80 THROUGH 1981-82. Figures were rounded to the nearest whole number within 
each category and then totaled. 
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In additibn, none of the same four schools showed an increase in 
any of the five categories. At Crockett, the number of offenses 
in the category Alcohol Influence increased sharply from 1980-81 
to 1981-82. ^ 

7. Martin was the only junior high school at which the number of 
offenses in .each of the five categories for which there were 
comparison data decreased from 1980-81 to 1981-82. However, the 
number of offenses in each of the five categories likewise 
decreased at Fulmore, except in Alcohol Influence where the number 
* remained 0. 

Note: Caution should be exercised in giving these findings^too strict an inter 
pretation. The numbers of' offenses at individual schools are small 
and small differences can be exaggerated when expressed in terasfs^f 
percentages. For example, the percentage increase from 1980-81 to 
1981-82 in the total number of drug-related offenses at Dobie was 33%, 
but the actual number of offenses only increased from six to eight. 
Also, according to OSA* there was some, individual variation among the 
schools in terms of tlieir approaches to the discipline process. Some 4 
schools are more likely than others to handle disciplinary matters in 
an "in-house" fashion and not discipline offenders by corporal punish- 
ment or suspension. ' 

From the information presented in Figures 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3, it can be con- 
cluded that, while the number of drug-related offenses at the DOC Program 
schools decreased in 1981-82 from the previous year, this decrease cannot 
clearly be attributed to the activities of the DOC Program. 

However, such evidence as these discipline data provide suggests that, if 
programmatic effects can be discerned, they were more likely at Martin than 
at Crockett. In 1980-81, Martin had the largest incidence of drug-related 
offenses among the juifior high schools; in 1981-82 it had the sixth-largest. 
Fulmore had the second-largest number of ^ta»g-related offenses during both 
years. By comparison^ Crockett had the sroond-largest number of drug-related 
offenses among the high schools in both 1980-81 and 1981-82. During the $4me 
two years, the number of drug-related offenses at Travis declined from the 
seventh-largest (of nine schools) to the smallest. 1 Both Martin and Crockett 
had substantial decreases from 1980-81 to 1981-82 in the number of offenses 
for Drug Possession, but Martin's 82% decrease was the largest among the three 
junior high schools where there were decreases, while Crockett's 67% decrease 
was the second-largest among the six high schools where there were decreases. 

In summary, while the evidence supplied by the discipline data does not permit 
the clear inference that the DOC Program was responsible for the decrease in 
the number of drug-related offenses at Crockett and Martin, changes did occur. 
Ba^ed on these data, the DOC Program may have had an effect in reducing the 
availability and use of illegal darugs and alcohol at Martin. There is less 
evidence far its effectiveness at Crockett. 

Evaluation Question Dl-4 . What happened to students apprehended for possession 
and/or use of illegal drugs or alcohol? 
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Figure 1-4 below presents a summary of the number of each method of disci- 
pline used by Crockett and Martin for drug-related offenses during the 
1981-82 school year. 















NUMBER 












Fall 


1981 


Spring 


1982 


All 1981-82 








Not 






No-t 






Not 




SCHOOL 


r TYPE OF DISCIPLINE 


DOC DOC 


Total 


DOC DOC. Total 


DOC DOC 


Total 


Crockett 


Short-term suspension 


0 


2 


2 


0 


15 


15 ' 


0 


17 


17 




Interme4iate suspension 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


2 


0 


2 


2 




Summary suspension 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 • 


0 




Long-term suspension 


2 


3 


5 


0 


I 


7 


2 


10 


12 




Probated suspension* 


5 


3 




4 


0 


4 


9 


3 


12 




TOTAL 


2 


5 




0 


24 


24 , 


2 


29 


31 


Martin 


Short-term suspension 


0 


5 


5 


0 


5 


5 


. 0 


10 


10 




Intermediate suspension 


0 


0 


0 . 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




Summary suspension 


0 


0 


0 


0 


I 


1* 


• 0 


1 


1 




Long-term suspension 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 




Probated suspension* 


0 


0 


0 


0 


5 


5 


0 


5 


5 




TOTAL 


0 


5 


5 


0 


6 


6 


0 


11 


11 



*These suspensions were long term and the student remained in school for the 
recommended length of the suspension. These incidents are not tticluded in the 
suspension totals since the students $aet their probationary commitments and 
were not removed from 'school. 

Figure 1-4. NUMBER OF EACH TYPE OF DISCIPLINE GIVEN TO STUDENTS FOR, DRUfc-RELATED 
OFFENSES, DOC PROGRAM SCHOOLS, 1981-82. 

The following pointg should be noted about the information in Figure 1-4: 

1. School totals for 1981-82 differ slightly from those shown in 
Figures 1-2 and 1-3. Totals in Figures 1-2 and 1-3 are numbers 

of drug-related pffenses. Totals in Figure 1-4 .are numbers of types 
of discipline used for drug-related offenses. ' v 

2. The option for the school of probating suspensions first became 
available in 1981-82. Likewise, the categories of immediate and 
summary suspension were introduced in 1981-82. Attachment 1-3, 
a copy of tt|e current AISD discipline policy, explains the new 
categories. 

3. Probated suspensions are not included by OSA in the suspension 
totals if they were successfully served. Therefore, of the 24 
total long-term suspensions at Crockett in 1981-82, only 12 of 
these were counted as actual long-term suspensions since the rest 
were probated. 
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4. Of the 12 actual long-term suspensions at Crockett, only two 
resulted from the activities of the DOC Program during the 
1981-82 school year. The remaining 10 long-term suspensions 
were given to students apprehended by opher means* 

5, Of the* 11 long-term suspensions given to students apprehended 
/through the use of dogs, only two were not probated. By com- 
parison, of the 13 long-term suspensions given to students 
apprehended by other means, l£ were not probated. This finding 
indicates that students disciplined for drug-related offenses 
received differential punishment depending on whether they were 
apprehended through the use of dogs or by other means. 



6. No students received* any sort of discipline for a d^ug-related 
offense at Martin as a result of the DOC Program. 

Data pertaining to thePnumbers of students receiving other types of dis- 
cipline besides suspension as a result of the DOC Program were not 
reported to OSA. This information was gathered- from school records and is 
presented in Appendix J. ^ 
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Attachment 1-1 



REPORT TO OFFICE OF STUDENT AFFAIRS • SUPT- 003 
.SUSPENSIONS • CORPORAL PLNlShMENTi 



REPORTE PARA LA OFtClNA OE ASUNTOS OEL ESTUCiA.VTS 
ISUSPENSIONES - CASTIGO CORPORAL) 



OtscTDCioVi a« ofansas. 
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81.54 Attachment 1-2 

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Office of Student Affairs 

May 31, 1982 

. * 



it. 




Kathy Silva, Programmer, Department of Planning 
and' Programming 

Jr^La rr 



Larry Yawn, Coordinator of Student Affairs 
Drug Related Incidents Data Request 



Please prepare a frequency count of drug related incidents for which 
a student received corporal punishment, short-term suspension, 
'intermediate suspension, summary suspension, or long-term suspension 
for the school year 1981-82. Also, please provide the totaj number 
of students involved. The report should include district wide 
figures and a school by school breakdown of all High Schools and 
Junior High Schools. 

The b£havi#rs needed are as follows: 



1981-82 School Year Codes : 
09 1 Alcohol 



10 * 



Dangerous Drug/ 
Controlled Substances 



1 Possession 

2 - Consumption 

3 Influence 

4 Sale 

5 Distribution 

1 Possession 

2 Consumption 

3 Influence « 

4 Sale 

5 Distribution 



trr / 
cc: David Wilkinson, ORE 
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POLICY ON DISCIPLINE, AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

(Administrative Handbook, Section 5143) Attachment 1-3 
Adopted June 8, 1981 (Page l of Z) 



V I, PRCAMIU 
Thtfrrtu iMmMim ScPpp l QUiw {Sena* Oi«ct)sMmp(«iHiifii«mwmaQuityiduah 
ti ppp) a roo ra w i titprawcpteppp a ttw acpuiaition. actum tap appication ot kiw. turn** to m« oeaHo 
a MM MMMWi coneuavt tt im and fnwtfoiin»tt».n)tScftc«lOlf»ww«osi»c^am 
aprmtM»c»a^pi ap»4jo^ 
mm*m ommrntm wm* fer m mmm, 

Thp euraeee of daoplno ts boo* 0) to wmom order in me ^MioMt proem to allow ^isartm it 
race** ttn pt wicu t omaiw a— (0 » cpnoa i napptp e ei aaa benewor. 
Tho \tmmm cheeped vro* ir na o anyp w t mat poicy shaP moke foaponaPfo ttforto a daesrmine mo 
reaponoiOiify and me eoojnsa ot ao otfoooo. 

II. OCRWnONS 

1. Ap*niiiiearata»~afie*ma^ 
wfaotsdkenjedvnmreaeap^riUyfort)^^ 

2. Ae^amdveOeeicjnee-sriePmaenm^ 
poltaindvie^cfti^wimraapemp^^ 

MWfHoU aa in dwrtjo ol a aaoooi to mo aotonct of wo principal. 

3. Alconoic bo wa^ ^sJwMrnoaotftoooouOaowcao 



4. Dangle d^ or conaroPaPsu^ 

sionor uaa ofinidi .i DfOoenbW by aococabio Fo»t law Itnduano Am dt 447B.U and ilTCT. 
• vemon'a Annotated Tccaa Scwnee. as amended or aa may do htre«ia ftar amtndtd. and omtr 
ao4»cac«J feno tawoi and any drop, suoatanca. dovct or innaltntaa dHntd bv Cttv Qr mnancoe of 
mo Ctor of Auoon raoomor wim ail anwinornt nts mereta. 

5. Qeve — she* moan school days. 

0. t nm m ttoocco - snap mton cigars, tigaraaae. pipes, enewvwj toiacco. mdi and other prod- 

nds mopo pfopo mi na o ty of topacce. ( 
7. Ssudtnt - MM mten a oereo" enroll* or w*t net aflemytea ti anrolt or who haa aupmtttaP nimatf 

to me tunaolctien of mt^cftool Oitinct arid who r« n<K Dee* removed from mt ram of me Scnool 

Oiapxt by ma appropmai School Oietnct ofJcial. 
L Waoaw-s^fflO«wyart^v<)a^dHn«dinS«ct)OR4P.Q1 of tht Tt» Pent! Coda and any 

amtrocWv*kmc*tfttneajreof rsuseisc^^ 

of mo educational procsea, 
1 OthardaPnitioeaa/asaaoutaiaew^ 

Oiatnct. 

lit PtfYSICAL RESTRAINT 
Any School Otsanct emwioyet may. wtnm ma scooo of mo employees duties, uaa and apply such physical 
restraint to a saidant or omar paraon aa mat ompioyao reaeonaoty Deaavee isntcessery in situation* 
indudtnp DM not Imned to: 

t. PnracOatata p«oii. indudng tftoparaon using pnysical roaoajnt from rjhytical imwy- 

2. Qtiajnaif pcMaeapaon of a weapon or omar daoparoaa ootoct 

3. Protection of property from serious damaae. 

a. tone* of a swum from a sotoAc locatien. inducing a cfaasroom and omtr Softool District 
prootrty in ordar to rooaxa ortar or impoaa discpiinary measures. 
T^ouuof pftyaieal rtaarantisnotdiacioino. » 

IV. OFHNSfS 

A. Tho foPowinp snafl constituta offanaa* for vrtien dlscipftno may Of admmiaarad (naraiftaftar rofamd 
to «a an offaitsa or offontaa): 

1. Commission of any act wfticn is ountsflatti oy Int. incarearation or Ooft undarany law of mo 
Unitad Stmt, mo Stata of Tuaa ofvy oroinanca of ma CUy of Austin, all as amandsd from tima 
to tjma. 

2. ViOMdon of any poicy. nia or rogutsJon of ma ScfvxX OiaOTct 

1 viatic* of any roto. rsgufaOon or procapum of a particular scftooi or dasa. 

a. total » foPow diracficna: insoijcrtons or raouoats of School Ototria parsonnal acting wrtftn 

ma scoot of time aumonry. v 
5. Oisruotion of mo soucationat orocaaa. including iniarfaranca w«t ma aducational aofvitiaa of 

ono or mora omar studanta. 
a, Aouaivt conduct, words or pastum. wfticn snail indudt acta of fwasamant of otfttr parsons. 

tiavtion. acta mat mraatan or inott oaitrs to do oodiy tnrm to omare. coaraon. oiackmati. 
• protant or inautting words or gtsturts mat art disiuotjvt to tnt tducaDonal proctss. 
7. Data cutang {dalntp as ma unaufwmsd non^ftandanca oy a studant in any or ail dassta to 

•men mo studant Is aaaignap). \J 

I. Tnt oat of prohtpitad tooacoa oy studonts on 3 drool district orooarty omar man at piacaa and 
durmg tlmts oaa»gnaiad as approortats oy aoplcaoit scnool disinc: rtgulatrons or dinctions of 
adro mi iterators. • 

9. Qamaqt to or otsarocdon of proporty of (a) omar sudanta. (b) Scftooi Oiafrictamployats or (c) 
mo Scnool Ofsma 

10. Possttsion of anv intmncatino Btvtfao^dandtrous drop or contra l ltd suosewca. or consumo> 
tt n^ taia nf mrtnoutton on mo grounds or ;n mo out»dino of anv scnool m tnt Sc nool Qisoict, 
wv tndoourt. Hold or stadium wntn an amfttic tvtnt soonsortd or oanicioatad in ov a scnooj 
in mt Scnool Oistnct is arno new or at anv scnool dis trict soonaorto tvtnL 

II. Cnttting or copying* wtmout mo snoanfi and taacntr's ptrmiuion. ma wont of anomar stu- 



dant 



12. TTvowmg or droopmg otiitcti mat can 
causa mtury or damaot. - 

13. laavim) scftoorgrounda wntn not autnorUad to do so. 
H. Commuting roootry or mtft 



OodKy injury or damaga proptrty w«i mt inttnt to 



13. Rgnting, provKlta. ftowtvtr . tDtrt s^aU bt nt auiomatt: disoolnt aopitt to all panita to a flgftt 

Out tM paraon inmmg dlf^m sfiail n^ 

mt aqgr a aaor and Impoaa diaatpna accordlngfy. - 
ip. atmg undar mt infkjtnoa of any inajaicafJnp oavoraoa. dangaroua drop or contonad suOstanca 

wimout prior wnttan doctor's otrmtsswn. " 
I. AattMmaybppuniafioPfpraAoffanM 
owmd by or ofMraiaP bir pt fpr tno Scfepof OisM 

atfPatip ayppt soonsarod by mo Scnool Olaarfct or for an offansa wntcn. aimouon comm«ad off 
ScnopT Ojaffjd proptrty. intarfaroa wfm mo tducationaf procasa. 
C Aa a gar^ ruit Jtaa aarloiip offonpap a^ 

punianoP by fttafatvtrt.discJpint audi aa mo uaa of attamatfvo mtaauroa. corporal punoftmtnt 
daaandon. in-acnoaf auapanaioiQand aftort*iarm susponaiop. Mora sanoua offansa* may bo puntenad 
wfm mora sarroua dJadoana maoaurts. up to and including long-tarm suaptnsion. Commission ot 
muttipit offanata of a Ion sanoua naturo may also ot punontd by usa of mora savtra disciplinary 
maaauroa. * x 

V. QISCIPUN6 MfeTHOOS t » . 
TTttJtaigwwff art diadolnt mttnada wfticn may bp usaP wntn a studant commits an offanat. 

Rtfarral to spactaf studant wonos, cvtn mougft mtot art not formally daaaiflad as a dlscipint 
mtajun. may bo an apefooha^ 

sarvicaa indupa cowaing. tutving. noma visitation. aRafativt scftoois and communKy prograrns 
daoigntpmancowpgjoaofln^at TnitMstisnotmtanttoOtallinctusjvt 
but to bo a rtpratanomvt sarnpia of various programs avaiiaoit. 
"I. CORfQRAL PUNISH MINT 

1. Parantal parmtasion is not romjirad for ma uaa of corporal puolanmant 
*t 2. Parana novo ma rapponaibilty to notify ma principal if may ooiaet to tnt usa of corporal 
punianmtm on mtir cnM. Sucft obttcoon must bt suommad on ma form prcvidtd by mt 
Oistnct format purptst to ba affactiva. In mo absanca of rocaipt of said punisnmant in ma 
prmdpaft oflca. it snap ba aaaumtd mat man is no parantal oojtafcM to mp usa of corporal 
spunianmant ^ 

3. Corptm punianmtm snail bt aoniintstarad onry Oy tnt pnnapal or tnt prtncipal's adminittraffti 
daaignaa. m 

4. Corporal punianmtm snaH ba admmiatarad as soon aa oosstts aftar an offansa and snail not ba 
adminiatarad In angar. 

5. Corporal punianmant snail bt admmiatarad in thppraaanca of a wtnaaa. 

I. Tho principal or mt principal's adminiatrativt dasig may cnooct not to usa corporal puntshmant 
tvyi if tha paront hap rtqutattd its usa. 

7. ITit utt of corporal pun«nmtnt snail Ot raporad to mt Offlct of Studant Affairs and documtntid 
by mo scoot! on a school district form orovidsd for mat purpose. 

L Tha principal or adminiatrativt daaignaa shall sand a copy of mt form to ma paronts or guardian. 
9. Paddlaa uaap for admmiatarfng corporal punrshmant snail nnt ba g antral ly dspiaytd and snail ba 

maintajntd undar ma control of tho principal or Rio aommiscrativt daaignaa. 
10. Corporal puntahmtnt shall ba Imitad to spanking nr padding and thai constoof no mora man 
• thfip stparaat swats or fidts. r 

II. WTitnconrorilpunisnmtntiiutilradln gradts9-l2.tnasiudtminvotvtdmay btgtvtnacfloict 
b t t w ttn o mar disci pint and corporal pumsnmant 

C. OCTENTTON 

1 . Oaamtion is ma ratantJon of a studant In scftooi by a ttacntr or administrator itmar bafcra tht 
commancarmnt of mt school day. after ma end of ma school day or at omar timas dunng ma 
scnool day aa may bt agratd upon oaiwten mt studant and ma parson imposing caomnon. 

2. Each school using datantfon snail dtvtrop a proctdurt for ootration of dottntion. Tfia proctdura 
shall inouPt tht giving of appropriate notica to studtms and parana ar guardians. Tha timing of 
mo notice shall take inas account ma aga of ma stuoant and cmstderaoon of transportation 
naods. in ordar to Mnpostdttantton ma studant must oatoidtna reason fortnadatantion and ma 
itngm of mt detention and must ba allowed to grvo ms varsion of mt events givuig rfst to mt 
dettntion if mt student dan its tht events. This may occur simultaneously w*n detention or prior 
m detention dtptnofng on mt qrcumstancea. 

0. iN-SCHOOl SliS«NSK)N 

1 . !n-icnooi suspension shall maan assignment of a student to a designated in*scnooi suspension' 
area in me school other than tha student's regular classroom assignment 
. 2. An in^chool suspension program, may oa estaoHsfttd oy mi prmcipai (or if no principal is 
assigned to ma school, the administrator in cnarga) of cadi scnool. A specific area in ma scnool 
must be designated and ina prindpaf must insure mat a staff memoer is present to suporvisa mt 
in-sdiool suspension. 

, 3. Education oopononities shall be avaiiaoit for a stuoent assigned to tn-scnooi suspension. 

4. The length of ttma of in^cnool suspenaion snail ba for a satttma. Theprtncipaiaradmmistrativa. 
dtsKjnea may also provtda tnat ma ttma of in-scnool suspension may ba snortened and ma 
studant may return to reguiar classes wnen ma student develops a stan acceptaoie to scnool 
ptrsonntl to tmprovt mt students ctntvwr. 

5. The parent nr guardfan of ma student snail ba notified in writing or by ttiepnone at ma time 
in-scnool suspension is imposed. - 

8. m order to imposa m-scftooi susoansion. ma studant must ba told ma reason for ma suspension 
and ma length of tha suspension and must oa allowed to give ma student's version of ma events 
giving rise to the susoansion if ba dames ma events. This may occur stmuionsousfy wim or 
prior to in-scnool suspension depending on mt circumstances. 

E. REMOVAL FROM CLASS— A Teacher may removt a studant from ctass tn prd trw m tntan tffactive 
^sctglntm mt classroom. Tha removal snail ba<n acnaroanca win €cuatue{pf 21.301. aa may 
be amended, and regulations of ma Scftooi Oistnct 
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Attachment 1-3 
(continued, page 2 of 2) 



offenet'Ator ossmpoa, 
of xMl rtfn vie* 
conoymofoe of a daj 



P. SUSKMSXHI-4 MM may be mmkM from school tor commwien of an cltmi TT* School 
Ofcftt is nti repwred to provide rnope-oo wore tor tne period of suspension. Generally, suspension 
SMN0tconmmm««t{M(yttof offomo. Trio deocnotien of typti of offenses wnicn warrant 
pertcuJir type* of s uoomeioa ts not inmM to bo Imttlne nor Is it tnsmded to deecnoe a particular 
level of oumiMMftL flasher. tRU is intmtiod for (ftp gu»o«ciotjdmw««tOfi. Th«ofa*mt»cw m 
tec* cap* may warrant rjacioinc of a typo dip 

T?* fQ^M tVOM Of SUXPfWlfl IIW ft. u»i: 

1. Short-Term Suspension of up to ithrao/fa) dava. 

2. toSMmsouts SuejonVwo of any~poriod in txceso of throe (3) davs but not gjgflbS Eg HQ) 

^_ , , 

3. Summy Stisoom«m--An irnmoojaso suspension of un to MM davi may bo give* if the 
Owonis p ro omcoinmoscriooiposmacoiwnu^ 

on-pomf threat to denude* of mo tiyoooaai process, 

. 4. igtaia aapjagfl «rf moil ttt« noi datii^im 

a. Cao jos j iy l«-So a pa a s n o from scnooi up as tnerornemoor oltfto grading period dofwq wnicn 
aejanenee occurs . This suspension rnty be used in the case of commission of a serious 
Km ol a ' « mow . violence toward persons, rp opo o jp violation 
. vtotmce toward (jrecerty wo** reaurta m damage, oownwfl. use or 
i dangerous drug or controlled substance, or inosmgioio conduct 
Ca a o g of y W S u s pen si o n from school for up to mo remainder of tno currant school semes- 
tor. This suspension may be used in casaa following; tho commission of a vary sonous 
offense, for wmm mo of a weapon thai eouM.or dooa result in injury, violence toward 
persona room imp in injury, infecting ma ior d a maqo on property, possession, usa. consump- 
tion, um or rJsmbutton of a darwtrooa drug or controlled suoxqrtco. repeatoo violation of 
scflppl njjpp (repeated bong two tf) o* mora violations) or incorrtgiMo conoua 
a Caojgory ill—Suspension for up to tho remainder of (ho currant school yoar. This suspen- 
sion may occur wnen senous physical nann nas ibee* infected on any parson, when a 
student hat irrfice* damage to prooorty ov^5lOQoirmjiarMorw^tn«f»isininaicat»n 
that tho student raprosoms a door ana present danger of continued disruption of -mo 
fdueaoonai proceae. 

5. tn-School Suspension pondlnp conformco wan parants or guardians - Wham any susoansion 
odior thai an in-schooJ suapsnsion is imposaP. tho paronts or guardians of tho studsnt may bo 
rtoutrto to Mm in a confartnea with tho pnndoaf or othar admmtstraty prior to tho 
sadant s fttmrv .ato scnooi arjr compjition of ttia susocnsKin Canod. Tho conttrerca may taxa 
piaca in parson, ay tuapnono or in any mamv to wniot tho aomimatnay agraao. if (ho 
confaronca doao not occur at or prior to tho anp of (ho susoansion. tho studsnt shall bs allowed to 
raanaar scnooi urtoar any of tho fottowmg conditions as spooPad by (ho principal or omtr 
adrmnistraaar , 

a* Aaatgnmant to in-*cnooi susoansion ptmSng a contaranca with tho parana or gtanJans or 
until tho prmaoaf or othar aommisoassr is saoalod Hat tho slidonrs oanavor warrants 
rtajm to tno rtgwar ctassraom program. 

0. Rasdmisiion to raguiar classas and at tha principal or othar adminisuaax's dt aeration, 
suscanston trzm mracumcuiar ictivitiaa ponding a confaranca with tha parants or guard* 
or until uu auxnimsuaur is SiuaSad that mo studsnt s oanavior warrants rajum to ma 
ngoiar program and raguiar paroapaoon in tx&^curncuiar actrvitits. 

VI. PROCEDURES F0r1}ISCJPUN€ 

Tha proeoouras ax dlsapina undv paragraoP V-l (corporal puniahmant) of this polcy aro sat out tn 
thatsaction. s 

Tho procoduras for tisctof no undar po/agraprt v-C (datannon) of this poacy aro sat out in that 
sacs on. 

Tntprocadursa tor disciplna unoor paragraofl V-0 (in- scnooi susoansion) of mts polcy aro sat out in 
thatsoetion. p 
PflOCEDUR£S fK}R SUSPENSION 

t. frocadunts forshort-tarm auapansion«-» ?nor to (hocon u riancainantof a short-wrm susoansion. 
mo pnnooal or admin itoaova dasignao shall tana tho following actions: 
a. ^/ha atudant or parants or guardian mustbs arm oral nooca ot tna najon for ma short>{srm 
suspansion. 

S. if tho studam dantas ma facts giving riso to ma snort-turn susoansion. tho prmdpal or 
admmatrativa daaignoo must givo ma parants or sludant or guardian an explanation of ma 
ivioanea on wmcn ma short*tarm suspansion Is [mad. 

c. if mo sajdsnt dan its tho chargas against nim tho studsnt must bs gfvsn an ooponunrty to 
prasant nis sida of tho story and respond to ma facts gwmg risa to ma susoansion. 

d. Tha studanrs parant or guardian snail ba sant norJco In writing wrrni tha principal or 
admifliSTratjvt dasignao main tho disarm marion to imposo a short-tarm susoansion. 

2. friOKmaolata Susoansion-. Tha sama orocadurts for a sftort^rtrm susoansion shall oa follow«o in 
ordv to imooso an {marmtotata susoansion txcapt that tha parant or guardian must bs nooflad 
trthar ay tatoohono or in writing and must bo grmn an opppnun<y to bo prasant at tha tuna tho 
prmopal or adminisfraova dasicnat informs ma stud ant of tna chargoa agamst him wnicn grva 
nsa to comidanoon of an inttrmadlata suspansion. All mo rignts sat out in mo paragi 
ftgaroing procadurap for" a a non-tarn suspension 5 snaH apply tacapt a amandoo naram. 
As an altmatfvo to tho* informal hearing bofora tho pnnooal providad in mis oaragrapn. ma 
principal may convent a campus review board as provided in Rtguiaoon 5143.01 . Tha camous 
review board snail tarn tho ptaca of tho noarmg b afore mo prmopal and ma decision of the 
campus review ward snaH bo oresontod tojne pnndpai in accordanco with ma rtgutadorii^ 
governing tho campus revww board. Ttwwmt tho orinopal shaM mam nis daetSen. 

3. Summary Suspension not mcaeoing tan /TO) days— in mo tvent of facts giving risa to a 
summary susoansion as sat out in paragraph VP (3) naram. a student may bo im mediatory 
removed from school. Qopanolng qj» pw langm of tho suspansion (not more man three (3) days 
or not more than tan (10) days!' tna orocaoures set out for snorworm and inavmodiata suspen- 
sion shall aopfy ixcaot that me proceduraa snail ba commenced and coma red as soon as 
oocticaoie after removal of the student from scnooi, 

4. Long-Term Suspension 

a. The summary susoansion sat out In paragraph VF (3) herein may be used in connection with 
or in aOdrtion to a long-term suspansion. for emmpia, tho facts may warrant use of me 
summary susoansion ponding commencement and completion of the procedures wnicn 
must to followed before imposition of a long-term suspension. 

b. Tho procedure for tang- term suspansion shall be as follows: 
1. Tho parent or guardian sIHI be sant nonce in writing setting out the nature of the 



offenses tho sssdent is charged with comm i tt i ng. The nooca may bo ma seat prior to tho 
time for a camoue mvww board hearing or may oe nana delivered by a Scnooi Distrwt 
employes, if mauled, it snalf bo mailed within a reasonable time prior to the neonng. In 
addition m the wnnon notice, tha School District snail mate reasonable attempts to 
conttttiNfflarontt or guaraam by telephone prior to the campus review board fleering. 

2. Tho procedures in Regulation 51*3.01 concerning tho campus review board shaft bo 
foiowep by tho School oisna. 

3. No sssdom snap bo siupondod from school for more man (10) days in tho aosenco of 
approve! by mo Superintendent The student shall be entrUod to remain tn school ponding 
such approval unless thf continued preeence of tho student would disrupt the oducatlonoJ 



VII. 



1 Review of Caaeeory III Suspension- When a Category ill Suspension is ordered a dis&ncYraview 
board pursuant to Regulation 3143.03 of tho Scnooi Ota tna may be requested by the student 
past* « guojtf » or trw $cnom Olsra 
the achnsaaulty of reteming me student to school. 

AP«Al PROCEDURES \ 
All deastonp to impose dlscipinary suoponsion under paragraph v-f of mis polcy may be appeaJod as 
.provided in mas section. The fouowmg proceoum snail apply to aftappesis under mis section. 
A. Short-term and summery suspensions if imoosoi by one offer man the principal, may be appealed to 
the prmopal or person designated as in cnargo of a school. Tho aooaoJ must be in writing and must 
bs received byono prmopal wKhm ton (10) days after oxmnoricernent of tno susoension from wnicn 
ms appeal is taken. The pnnooal shall review the decision regarding the susoension and any. 
statements or other material submitted by mo student parent or guardian. The principal shall make a 
deastan and communato the decision to mo student, parent or guardian withm tm (10) days of 
receipt of the notice of appeal. 

I. intermediate suspensions may be appeoiod to tho prmopal as provided for start-term and summary 
-' . suspension*, in addition, the prtneipai's decision may bo appealed to tha Assfctant Superintendent 
f <* nemenejry, if the suapsnsion mvorvoo a student in grades sot and oefow. or the Assistant 
SupjrinsmdcM for sacondaryjf the suspension Invotves a student in grades seven and above. The 
appeal to tho appropnalo Assaant Supenrnsndent must be in writing and must be received by the 
Assistant Suoenrrtanoantwanin tan (10) days after the principal has raacnod nis decision on tho 
appeal. The Aasietant SoVw an dent may doeignata an adminieoiax or admin terators to review 
aoo*s|s and suspension. The suspension decision snail bo reviewed, together vrrm any statements or 

0 trier material submitted by me student, parent or guaroian. The Assistant Superintendent snail matte 
a decision and communicate the decision to the student parant or guaroian wttnn ton (10) days of 
receipt of mo notice of appeal. 

C long-term suspensions may be appealed by gtvmg written notice wan in ton (101 days after me first 
day of the suspension. Tht written nooce shall be A led with me Superinamoent The wrmsti notice 
shall bo addressed to the Suoonrrtondent shall bs timer hand daSvered or mated by recur ¥ United ' 
States mad and snaH bo dearly marked oh mo outside of tno envelope "Qlsopine Appeal. " If matted, 
the notice must actually be received by mo SupeDntsnoent wrtfun twelve (12) days after tns first day 
of tno suspension. Tho Suoonntendrnt may designate an admin aerator or administrators to review 
appeals of suspensions. Appeals of long-term suspensions snail proceed as follows: 

1. Tho Suoormtonoent or person designated by me Supennatndent snail review aihmatanaJ and 
.^relevant evidence considered by tho person or board (for example, prmopal or Camous Review 

Boam>maJdng the di so Dine decision from which tho appeal is taken. < 

2. if an aommietraior is dmignatad by the Suovintondmt to review suspension ao oasis, ms 
adminisoasor shad make a recornmtndation in writing to the Suoonntenoont Tho recommenda- 
tion may include affrmanca of the disciplna imposed, /overset of tho dtsopino imposed or 
modflcation of mo disc pi riejm posed. 

3. wtmm Iftaen (15) days after receipt of the notice of appeal, the Superintendent shall determine 
tho appeal and issue nis decision in writing.- 

4. in the event any rj so pint is ravened or mod fled so as to reverse the suspension in wnole or in 
part (ho student shad bo given aoproonata makeup work and snail bo given an opportunity to 
make up all dassss and exams missed by reason of mo original suspension insofar as me 
orgtnisi suspension is revoked. 

5. The Superintendent's decision on aooeats of suspensions may be appealed to me Board of 
Trustses. Tho appeal must be made m writing and delivered to me Superintendent witnin ten < 10) 
days after notice of tho Suoenntsndenrs decision on tno aopeal is received! 

1 Tho aopeal to the Board shall be in writing and may be aeccmpan«d wrtn additional statements 
or arguments but snail not consist of new evidence not considered by me autnorrty fl rst imposing 
the suspension. 

1. Ths Board of Trustees shall review me materials submitted in connection with tno aopeal. as ' 
soonas practicable, including tho records of proceedings by me person or board wnicn mittalrV 
determined mo suspension would bo imoosed. This review snail onSnanry be conducted in an 
Executive Session of mo Board. Tho Board shall decide me appeal and notify mo student and 
parents or guardian. 

VIII. PROBATION 

Any susoansion provided in mis policy may be Probated and probation may be granted uoon such ttrms^- 
and conditions as may be imposed ay ms prinopaJ? Probation may be granted only by me principal. 
Prooation may be recommended by a teach or or a camous review board. Once probated, me discioilne 
shall remain probated so iong as ms student satisfies me conditions of mo probation. If one or more of me 
conditions of the probation are not sauaJod. the pronation may be revoked and me original rjsciok'ne may 
be imposed. No probationary period may exceed a semester. The student, and where deemed appropriate 
by tho onnopei or campus review board, the student's parent or guard an may be required to agree In 
writing to certain terms and conditions of probation as a prtrequisrts to me granting of probation. 
In ordv ttvavoka probation, tho Pnnooal snail give written notice of mo reasons for revocation of me ^ 
probation and tho pnnooal shall hold a neanng. At tna neahng. me only issue Shall bs wnetner. the student 
committed me acts on wnicn the decision to revoae orobation is based, if tns probation is revoked, me 
student completes the portion of me suspension remaining as if ms prooation nad not been originally 
granted. Morning in this, section on prooation shall prevent me use of other disoptinary measures tor 
offenses commiRad during the time in which a student is on prooation. 

!X. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
A. .This disciplne saucy snail not aoory to students who have been designated special education 
sojdents as determined by apoScaoie School Oisoict regulation. Special education students snail be 
subiectto dtsoplns under the terms of administrative regulations wmch may incorporate portions of' 
mis policy. 

3. The Administration snail adopt regulations which interpret and place into effect this Poticy. 
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Appendix 
DOG "ALERTS" REPORT FORM 
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Instrument Description: Dog "Alerts" Report^Form 
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Brief description of the instrument: ? 

The Dog "Alerts'V Report Form rs^a record-keeping form filled out by school personnel. 
The fern is designed Co reflect the circumstances surrounding an alert by a drug- 
detecting dog. • Major information categories on the form include student name and 
number, grade, place visited by dog, whether a search was conducted, the kind of 
search, what was found, and what disciplinary action was taken. There are two ver- 
sions of t^he form, One is legal si2ed and permits the recording of up to four 
alerts* The other is letter sized and permits recording of only one alert. Both 
forms, while formatted differently, require the seme Information. ^ 

To whom was the Instrument administered? 

An assistant principal at Crockett High School and another at Martin Junior High 
School filled put the form. 



How many times vas the instrument administered? 

A report foria was made out for each occasion that the dogs \eftre brought to the 
campus of Martin or Crockett. 

When was the instrument administered? 
Periodically, from Octcfoer 1981 through May 1982. 



Where was cam instrument administe red? 
In/ the assistant principals v offjj&es. 

fro administered the instrument ? 



pelf -administered . 
hat training did the administrators have? 



The assistant principals reviewed the form in draft, and the form was revised in 
accordance with their comments. Both assistant principals met with the Evaluation 
Intern to discuss the form. Questions were addressed as they arose and the * form 
modified as needed. 

Was the Instruments administered trader^ standardized conditions? 

C 

No. , * — - 

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that might 
affect the validity of the data ? . ■ ™ ~ ~~ 

None known. 

-J 

Who developed the instrument? 

The Evaluation Intern w£th input from ORE and school staff. 

What reliability and validity data are available on the* instrument ? 

/ 

—-Stone. 



Are there norm daca available for interpreting the results ? 



No. 
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DOG "ALERTS 11 REPORT FORM 



Purpose 



The Dog "Alerts 11 Report; Form provided information to address the following 
decision and evaluation questions: 

V .. ' ' ■ 

Decision Question Dl : Should the Austin Independent School District 
continue to -have a program using trained dogs to detect illegal drugs 
and alcohol? 

Evaluation Question Dl-i : Did the incidence of disciplinary 
actions for drug-related offenses (including alcohqj.) change 
as a result of the program? 

Evaluation Question Dl-4 : What happened to students apprehended 
for possession and/or use of illegal drugs or alcohol? 1 



Procedure 



In the fall of 1981, tfye need for precise information about what program 
activities were taking place on the campuses of the 'DOC schools led to the 
development of a recordkeeping form for the purpose. Two versions of the 
form were drafted. The" initial, letter-sized version (Attachment J-l) lacked 
compactness, so a second, legal-sized version (Attachment J-2) was cheated 
Both versions of the form were ultimately u + sed, since the assistant princi- 
pal at Martin who was responsible for keeping DOC-related records preferred 
-4fthe letter-sized version. The form underwent several revisions and was 
finaJLized, apart from subsequent minor revisions, in ^December 1981. 

During the course of the 1981-82 .school yrffer, an assistant principal at 
Crockett and another at Martin completed the form each time the dogs came to 
their campuses. As indicated in Attachments J-l and J-2, entries were made 
for each student on whom, ox on whose lbcker or car, a dog alerted. "Alert 11 
was the term the contractor used to describe the unobtrusive signal a dog 
made to its handler when it sniffed contraband material. Completed forms 
were mailed to ORE or picked up by the Evaluation Intern. ^ 

At the end of the school year ,. the Evaluation Intern tallied the information- 
' on the forms according to category. Results are presented by evaluation 
question in the following section. 
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Results V s 

Evaluation Question Dl-1 : Did -the igftidtince of disciplinary actions for 
drug-related "of fenses (including alcohol) change as a result of the 
program? # 

School records did not provide the longitudinal information necessary to 
address this question. Thr,ee years of discipline data from the Office of 
Student Affairs are discussed in Appendix 

A " * . « .*','■ % 

Evaluation Question Dl-4 ; Whatf happened » to students apprehended for ^ 

possession and/or use. of illegal drugs or alcohol? 

Figures J-1 and J-2 summarize t;Jie information reported by Crockett and 
Margin about the program's activities. Figure J-3' provides mote detail 
^about the disciplinary actions taken by the DOC Program sphools as the 
result of dog aler-ts. * . 



Examination of the tbqree f igureig.^veals that: 




No students were apprehended at Martin as a result of tfee detection 

•activities of the dogs.* '* 

, ■ / » ' 

Only 20 students at Crockett were disciplined^ as a result of dog alerts. 
This finding is consistent with the program's emphasis on prevention* 
as opposed to apprehension. , • 

Only two students at Crockett were given long-term suspensions for' drug- 
related offenses detected by the use of dogs. Both of these occurred 
in the fall semester; none occurred in the spring semester. The majority 
of the suspensions given to Crockett students apprehended by the use of 
dogs were probated, meaning that tfre student was not required to leave 
school. 



Figures J-4 and J-fi show the number of "false alerts 11 at Crockett and 
Martin during the 1981-82 school year. As seen in the figures, a large 
number of- the alerts were unproductive' in terms of finding illegal drugs 
or alcohol. 
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SPRING 1982 ALL 1981-82 

21 32 
30 '63 

22 45 
7 

1 « 1 

4 10 

' 7 17 

y. 17 

6 .17^=* 
1 2 

22 42 

0 2 

7 17 

1 2 

29 62 

1 1 

29 62 

1 .1 

0 " 0 

8 19 
20 40 

3 . 5 

0 0 

1 1 
Parents Notified ? 

Yes 19 ^ 21 40 

No 10 9 19 

^Unknown 4 0 4 
Anything Found ? 

Yes 20 21 41 

No 13 9 22 
2 What Was Found ; 

Drug » 4 11 11 - . 22 
Alcohol 0 2'2 

Firearm 10 1 

4 0ther 15 17 32 
Preliminary Hearing? 

Yes 23 18 41 





tt» ATT 1 ftfll 

FALL 1981 


Number or Site Visits 


11 


Number or Dog Alerts 




Alerts on: Males 




Females 


1U 


oeiiQer unKnown 


n 
u 




0 


lutn braaers 


1U 


lltn traders 


c 
0 


lztn Graders 


11 


Grade Unknown 


0 


Places Where Dogs Alerted: 




Parking Lot 


ZU 


Hallway 


2 


Classroom 




Other 


1 


Search by Administrators? 




Yes 




1m 

^No 


o 


Did Student Consent? 




Yes 


33 


1« ' 
^No 


0 


2 Kind of Search: 




\ Pat Search 


0 


Empty pockets/purse 


' 11 


Car 


20 


Locker 


2 


Other 


0 


"*"None 


0 



No 9 12 21 

Unknown 10 1 
Disciplinary Action ? 

Yes 11 ) 9 ' 20 

No 20^-^ 17 / 37 

3 Unknown * 2 4'? 6 




FRir 



O J-5 
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Immediate Disciplinary Action 



In-School Suspension 


0 


0 




n 


3— Day Suspension 


o 


Q 
yj 




n 
u 


10-Day Suspension 


0 


n 
\j 




n 
u 


6 0ther 


3 


8 




Q 


None 


30 


20 






3 Unknown 


0 


2 






Campus Review Board? 










Yes 


8 


1 




9 


No 


^5 


24 




49 


Unknown n 


0 


5 




5 


^Recommendation of Review Board: 










Long-term Suspension 


7 


0 




: 7 


Probated? Yes r 


5 


0 




5 


No 


2 


0 




2 


Drug Counseling 


5 


0 




5 


Other 


4 


1 




5 



"There was an alert on a car, but it was driven away before it could be 
searched, 

'Entries^ were made in more than one category, 
^This information was not reported by the school. 

This category included prescription medicine, empty bottles and cans 
formerly containing alcohol, ammunition, assorted weapons, some harmless 
items (e.g., a rabbit's foot and a tennis ball), and drug paraphernalia 
(e.g., rolling papers, roach clips, and pipes). 

i 

Action the school could take without convening a Review Board. 

This category included conference, informal probation* and drug counseling. 



Figure J-l. SUMMARY OF THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DOC PROGRAM AT CROCKETT, 
1981-82. 



ERIC 



I* 



02 



J-6 



81.54 





FALL 1981 


SPRING 1§£2 


ATT -1 /"\ O ^ 

ALL 1981-82 


Number, of Site Visits 


6 


12 


^ 1 Q 

18 


Number of Dog Alerts 


2 


4 


0 


Alerts On: Males 


2 


. o 


2 


Females 


0 


2 




*Gender Unknown 


0 


2 


2 


7th Graders 


1 


0 


1 


8th Graders . 


1 


2 


3 


*Grade Unknown 


0 


2 


0 


Places Where Dogs Alerted: 








Parking Lot 


0 


0 




Hallway 


0 


2 


2 


Classroom - 


2 


2 


4 


Other 


0 


0 


0 


Search by Administrators? 








Yes 


2 


4 


6 


No 


0 


0 


0 


Did Student Consent: 








* Yes 


2 


4 


6 


No 


0 


0 


0 


Kind of Search: 








Pat Search 


0 


0 


0 


Empty pockets/purse 


2 


2 


4 


Car 


0 


0 


u 


Locker 


0 


2 


2 


Other . 


0 


0 


0 


Parents Notified? 








Yes 


2 


4 


6 


No 


0 


0 


0 


Anything Found? 


0 


0 




Yes 


0 


No 


* 2 


4 


6 


Disciplinary Action? 




0 




Yes 


0 


0 


No 


2 r 


4 


6 



*This information was not reported by the school. 

•Figure J-2. SUMMARY OF THE ACTIVITIES OF THE DOC PROGRAM AT MARTIN, 
1981-82. 
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SCHOOL 



SEMESTER 



NUMBER OF 
DOG ALERTS 



NUMBER OF 
DISCIPLINARY 
ACTIONS 



ACTIONS 
TAKEN 



NUMBER OF 
STUDENTS 



oo 



Crockett 



Fall 1981 



33 



11 



t-4 

I 

00 



Probated suspension; 

drug counseling 2 
Probated suspension 1 
Probated suspension; 

counseling 1 
Probated suspension; 

drug counseling; 

strict behavior v 

requirement s 1 
Long-t«jn suspension; 

drug counseling 1 
Long-term suspension; drug 

counseling; vocational 

assistance , 1 
Conference and informal 

probation 2 
Conference and informal 

probation; drug counseling 1 
Semester of volunteer work 1 



Spring 1982 30 



Informal probation 
Probated suspension; * 

drug counseling 
Probated suspension 
Barred car from campus ; 

informal probation 
Forty (40) hours detention 



Martin Fall 1981 2 
Spring 1982 4 



0 
0 
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Figure J-3. DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS TAKEN AS A RESULT OF DOG ALERTS. 
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DAY N 


DATE 


NUMBER*0F 

ALERTS 


NUMBER OF 
FINDS* 


NUMBER OF 
FALSE 'ALERTS* 


Tuesday 


i n / ^ /Qi 


5 


1 




Monday 


10/12/8L 


5 


3 


2 m 


Tuesday 


10/27/81 


5 


3 


2 


Thursday 


10/29/81 


0 






Friday 


11/6/81 


2 


2 


0 


Thursday 


11/12/81 


3 


3 


0 


Friday 


11/20/81 ■ 


4 


'1 


3 


Monday 


11/23/81 


0 






Thursday 


12/3/^1 


4 

> 


1 


3 


Tuesday 


12/8/&L 


'4 


3 


1 ' 


Thursday 


12/17/81 


1 


0 


1 






33 


17 


lo 


Wednesday 


1 / /" Zoo 

1/6/82 


1 


0 J* 


: ? 


Tuesday 


1/19/82 


1 


1 


0 


Thursday 


1/21/82 


1 


1 


0 


Monday 


1/25/82 


0 


• 




Thursday 


1/28/82 


0 






Wednesday 


2/3/82 


5 


3 


2 


Monday 


2/8/82 


0 






Monday 


2/22/82 


1 


1 


0 


Wednesday 


2/24/82 


2 


2 


0 


Monday 


/> / n inn 

3/8/82 


3 


1 


2 


Thursday 


3/11/82 


2 


1 


? 


Tuesday 


3/23/82 


1 


0 


? 


Thursday 


3/25/82 


2 


1 


1 


Wednesday 


3/31/82 


0 






Monday 


A/5/82. 


3 


2 


1 


Thursday 


4/15/82 


1 


1 


0 


Monday 


4/26/82 


3 


0 


3 


Friday 


5/7/82 


0 






Tuesday 


5/11/82 


i 


1 


0 


Thursday 


5/20/82. 


3 


1 


2 


Monday 


5/24/82 


0 










30 


16 


IT 



? = There was an alert, but the student removed the suspected contraband 
before a search could be conducted. 

* A false alert is defined as having taken place when, as a result of 
the search of a student or the student f s locker or car, no illegal 
drug, alcoholic beverage, weapon, or item prohibited by law or l?y 
District policy, was found. For example, the alert would be false 
if the search found prescription medicine, empty beer cans, or nothing 
at all. The alert would not be false if the search found marijuana, 
beer, or a gun. * 

Figure J-4. NUMBER OF FALSE ALERTS J&T CROCKETT, FALL 1981 AND SPRING 1982, 



ERLC 



J-9 



156 



81.54 



DAY 

Tuesday 

Friday ^ 

Thursdays 

Friday 

Monday 

Thursday 



Wednesday 

Tuesday 

Thursday 

•Monday 

Monday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Monday 

Monday 

Friday 

Thursday 



DATE 

10/27/81 

11/6/81 

11/12/81 

11/20/81 

11/23/81 

12/17/81 



1/6/82 

1/19/82 

1/28/82 

2/8/82 

2/22/82 

3/8/82 

3/23/82 

3/31/82 

4/19/82 

4/26/82 

5/7/82 

5/20/82 



NUMBER OF 
ALERTS 



NUMBER OF 
FINDS* 



NUMBER OF 
FALSE ALERTS* 



? 




0 


, • ? 


? 




0 


? 


2 


• 


0 


2 


0 




- 


_ 


0 


V 


- 


- 


0 


— 


— 


2 


J- 


0 


.2 


1 




0 


1 


0 




- 


- 


0 




— 


— 


1 




0 


1 


0 








0 








0 








0 
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? = This information was not reported by the school. 
* See definition with Figure J-4. 

Figure J-5. NUMBER 0£ ^SE ALERTS AT MARTIN, FALL 1981 AND SPRING, 1982. 
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c> - Attachment J^l 

81 REPORT ON DOG "ALERTS" 

i 

School □ Martin □ Crockett . 

Date of visit: , Date of report: — £ ; 



Place(s) visited by dogs: Q parking lot □ hallway □•classroom 

□ other: : 



Student name: 



last first MI 

*> . 

Student number: 

Grade: □ 7 □ 8 □ 9 □ 10 □ 11 □ 12 
Search by administrators conducted: □ yes □ no 
Did student consent to search? □ yes Q no - 

Action taken: □ pat search -Q student emptied pockets/purse 

□ student opened car □ student opened locker 

□ other: f 

Parents notified? □ yes □ no 

Was anything found as a result of the search? □ yes □ no 
. * If "yes," please describe: □ drug ' What drug? 



□ alcohol [j^firearm 

□ other: ._ 



Preliminary hearing conducted? □ yes Q no 

Disciplinary action taken? Q yes □ no 

If. "yes, 11 please describe: □ in-school suspension 

Q three-day suspension 
* O ten-day suspension 

i □ other: 



Campus Review Board convened? Q no □ yes Date: — ■ _ ;__ 

Recommendation of Review Board: Q long-term suspension Probated? □ yes □ nc 

□ drug counseling Q other: __ 

Factors considered in ^recommendation: 

<j nents: 
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School] ITT | 1 TP Date of Visit QH] 




A. yen * 1^ ' colran ^|| l || v ^ v || > Check if no alerts: Q Page _ of _ 
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Comments : 
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Directions: Please fill out after each visit by the dogs. Use one line per student. Place either a check, (./) 
or a 1 (yes) or 2 (no) in as many boxes as apply. Comment as necessary for completeness. 
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